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ABSTRACT

DO ANXIOUS APPLICANTS BECOME LOWER PERFORMING EMPLOYEES?

Elora C. Voyles, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Dr. Lisa Finkelstein, PhD., Director

Numerous studies have found that anxious applicants perform less well in interviews and
subsequently receive lower ratings and are less likely to be hired compared to non-anxious
applicants. However, no studies have yet examined if applicants who are anxious during the
interview subsequently perform less well on the job compared to non-anxious applicants. In this
laboratory study, work task performances of participants who appear anxious and/or report
anxiety during simulated interviews were compared to those who did not appear anxious and/or
did not report anxiety. The results of this study showed that interview anxiety was negatively
related to interview performance; however, social anxiety and trait anxiety were unrelated to
interview performance. Additionally, self-reported anxiety, interview performance, and anxiety
during the interview were not related to work task performance on either social or non-social
tasks. The lack of relationship between anxiety during employment interviews and task
performance suggests that anxiety during an interview may not be indicative of future
performance on the job. This remains an important issue and future research should continue to
examine the relationship between interview anxiety and task performance on the job.
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CHAPTER 1
DO ANXIOUS APPLICANTS BECOME LOWER PERFORMING EMPLOYEES?

Statement of the Problem
Many studies have found that anxious applicants are at a disadvantage during the
interview process, with anxious applicants being rated more negatively than other applicants
(McCarthy, & Goffin, 2004). According to Eysenck et al. (2007), “Anxiety is an aversive
emotional and motivational state occurring in threatening circumstances” (p. 336). One research
question that remains to be examined is if anxious applicants are justifiably receiving more
negative ratings in interviews. In other words, can interviewers accurately judge applicant
anxiety, and do anxious applicants later go on to have a lower performance on the job compared
to their less anxious counterparts? Additionally, there may be differences in performance based
on the social interaction requirements of the job. Perhaps anxious applicants may perform less
well in jobs that require a large amount of social interaction whereas their performance may be
unaffected in work environments with fewer social interaction demands. This study sought to
shed light on these personnel selection issues by examining the connection between visible
anxiety during the interview, felt anxiety reported by applicants, performance in the interview
and performance on simulated job tasks. The results of this study provide information on how
anxiety during the interview may or may not be predictive of future job performance. Gaining a
better understanding of the relationship between anxiety during the interview and job
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performance will help equip recruiters with additional knowledge to select the best applicants for
their jobs.
It is important to compare job performances of anxious and non-anxious applicants
because numerous studies have found that anxious applicants receive lower interview scores and
are less likely to be hired. If anxious applicants would have performed at the same level as nonanxious applicants had they been hired, then this would serve as evidence of unjust
discrimination against anxious applicants. However, if there is a connection between outward
appearances of anxiety and lower job performance capability, then this study could call attention
to the need for research on why applicants who appear anxious perform less well on job tasks.
Answering these questions could help determine if interviewers’ judgments are accurate in
detecting anxious applicants and predicting which applicants will have lower performance
related to their anxiety. This study examined applicants’ individual differences in anxiety and
their attitudes towards interviews. Elucidating the relationship between these individual
differences and attitudes provides additional information in regard to factors that may contribute
to applicant anxiety and how these factors are related to job performance.
The central purpose of this study was to examine if anxiety during an interview could be
an indication of lower on-the-job task performances for applicants who appeared anxious during
interviews compared to applicants who did not appear anxious. Examining the phenomenon of
applicant anxiety during employment interviews helps to shed light on the internal experience of
an anxious applicant and their performance on the job. Specifically, this study examined the
relationship between anxiety and job task performance by interviewing participants, rating
participants’ on physical indications of anxiety, gathering information on participants’ self-
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reported anxiety, and finally testing participants’ performance on a set of simulated job tasks. In
this study, an interviewer was used to evaluate the applicants. In addition to interviewers’
evaluations, independent raters’ evaluations were also used to provide outside observations of
applicants’ hireability, anxiety and interview performance. Interviewers evaluated the
participants' level of anxiety from interviews by scoring interviewees on six dimensions for
measuring visible anxiety. Based on the interviews, interviewers made evaluations of the
applicants’ anxiety during the interview and their overall performance during the interview. To
provide further insight into the effects of anxiety on job interviews, participants’ type of anxiety
was assessed using self-report measures that were gathered before the interview. The types of
anxiety examined in this study were trait anxiety, interview anxiety, and social anxiety. To test
performance, the participants were “hired” to do job tasks that were objectively scored. One of
the tasks involved social interaction to test the relationship between social anxiety and social task
performance. Objective task performances were compared among all applicants to determine if
performance and anxiety were related.
This research study investigated the relationship between anxiety, interviews, and task
performance. The literature review below examines research on interviews and evaluation of
anxious applicants, indicators of anxiety, and the relationship between anxiety and performance
to provide an understanding of how anxiety can impact interview performance.
Literature Review
The purpose of an interview is to evaluate an applicant’s qualifications and potential to
succeed in a particular organizational position. According to Ayres, Keeprateweep, Chen, and
Edwards (1998), some of the factors that go into evaluating applicants during interviews are
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body language, eye contact, confidence, and the demonstration of enthusiastic and appropriate
responses (Cox, Schlueter, Moore, & Sullivan, 1989). Unfortunately, an applicant’s
qualifications can be overshadowed when the applicant’s behavior is affected by anxiety. When
this occurs during interviews, there is the potential that interviewers may detect anxiety and
make attributions about the applicant’s anxiety.
The Effects of Interview Anxiety
There is little research on the relationship between applicant anxiety during selection and
performance on the job. A study by Schmit and Ryan (1992) found reduced predictive validity in
written selection measures when applicants reported high levels of comparative anxiety. In a
simulated hiring experiment, Schmit and Ryan (1992) examined the effects of test taking
attitudes using the Test Attitude Survey (TAS) on performance predictor measures: cognitive
ability and personality. To determine the validity of this relationship, GPA was used to measure
performance. Schmit and Ryan found that assessment measures had lower predictive validity
when administered to applicants with high anxiety. Schmit and Ryan concluded that test taking
dispositions influenced the validity of ability test selection measures such that selection measures
were less predictive of performance for participants with negative attitudes towards taking tests
compared to participants with more positive attitudes towards taking tests. The reduced
predictive validity of ability tests when an applicant has a negative test-taking attitude has
practical significance for the present study. If negative scores on the TAS (which includes
anxiety) reduce the predictive validity of selection measures on performance, it is likely that
anxiety may also reduce the predictive validity of selection interviews on job performance.
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This effect seems to translate to influence interview performance as well. Previous
research on interview scores has also supported the potential negative outcomes for anxious
applicants. These scores could ultimately lead to anxious applicants being less likely to be hired
(Ayres, 1989). This could possibly be because interviewers find more anxious applicants to be
less attractive, less trustworthy, and less task-oriented compared to less anxious applicants
(Ayres, 1989). However, there is yet to be a study that measures the validity of anxious
applicants’ interview scores on job performance. In the present study, I examined how anxiety
may affect interview ratings of applicants, and determine the validity of these ratings by
comparing interview ratings to the applicants’ actual performance on a simulated job task to
mimic post-hire performance.
The accuracy of an interviewer’s judgment of an applicant’s future job performance
likely depends on the explanation for an applicant’s anxious appearance. The appearance of
anxiety could be linked to one or more of several explanations: a) applicants may only appear
anxious, but may not be actually experiencing anxiety, b) applicants may be high in trait anxiety
(they are just a more anxious in general, c) applicants could be experiencing interview anxiety
(state anxiety specific to an interview situation), or d) applicants may have social anxiety (state
anxiety exacerbated in any social situation). Alternatively, applicants may actually be anxious,
but not show it to outside raters.
Applicants may only appear anxious, but may not be actually experiencing anxiety.
If an interviewer interprets an applicant’s behavior as an indication of anxiety and makes
attributions based on these perceived qualities, the applicant may be unjustly not hired for the
job. There are individual and situational differences in pauses during speech (Redford, 2013),
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eye contact (Nelson, 2010), fidgeting (Carriere, Seli, & Smilek, 2013), and blushing (Lewis,
2000). For example, pauses during speech are often associated with deep cognitive processing,
(Redford, 2013) which can be unrelated to anxiety. During employment interviews it is likely
that applicants are pausing while forming responses to interview questions. In addition to
individual and situational differences, some medical conditions that may cause an interviewer to
believe the applicant is anxious when the applicant is not experiencing anxiety include: Rosacea
(Kelton, 2009) and stuttering (Manning, Burlison, & Thaxton, 2000). However, it is important to
note that these medical conditions tend to be associated with genuine feelings of anxiety.
Applicants could be experiencing trait anxiety (they are just a more anxious in
general). There are two types of anxiety frequently discussed in research: state anxiety
(associated with the situation) and trait anxiety (an enduring type of anxiety). Both types of
anxiety have been characterized by perceptions of lack of control, as well as hyper-vigilance and
attention biases. Trait anxiety, is an enduring characteristic that is more likely to interfere with
both interview performance and performance once hired on the job. According to Eysenck and
colleagues (2007), most researchers view anxiety from an interactional theory perspective,
meaning that the individual differences (trait) in anxiety and the situational factors (state) are
examined together. This study focused on trait anxiety and interview anxiety as a proxy for state
anxiety as the interview was the present context for participants.
Applicants could be experiencing interview anxiety (specific to the interview
situation). Interview anxiety is a specific type of anxiety that likely occurs in part due to the
highly evaluative nature of job interviews (Young, Behnke, & Mann, 2004). Interview anxiety
could be measured as a proxy for state anxiety, if interview anxiety is measuring the current state
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of an applicant in the interview situation. State anxiety is a type of anxiety that is a result of the
situation rather than personal characteristics (Eysenck, 1992). According to Eysenck (1992),
state anxiety is influenced by an interaction between trait anxiety and situational stress. If an
applicant is experiencing state anxiety, it may only be occurring due to the interview situation
and would not occur once the applicant was hired. In the context of this study we measured
interview anxiety. Interview anxiety is type of anxiety that would be unlikely to affect job
performance because the interview anxiety is specific to the situation.
Applicants could be experiencing social anxiety. An applicant may show signs of
anxiety during the interview because they may suffer from social anxiety and the interactional
nature of the interview may be triggering anxiety. Thus, social anxiety is a broader form of state
anxiety that would be triggered by the anticipation or experience of social interaction. Social
anxiety is a type of state anxiety that is specific to social situations (Schneider & Turk, 2014). If
the job tasks require social interaction, then the social anxiety may interfere with performance.
The negative effects of social anxiety on interview performance were supported by Ayers and
Crosby (1995), who found that communication anxiety negatively affected interview
performance. However, if the job does not require social interaction, social anxiety during the
interview would be irrelevant in evaluating the applicant.
Alternatively, applicants may be anxious, but not show it to outside raters. If an
applicant is experiencing anxiety, but it is not obvious to interviewers or outside raters, this may
indicate that the anxiety is not problematic during the interview. However, the nature of the
anxiety whether it is state or trait anxiety will likely determine if job performance will be
affected. Specifically, if the anxiety during the interview is due to state anxiety, then it will likely
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not influence future job performance. However, if the anxiety during the interview is originating
from trait anxiety, the cognitive and emotional load of hiding anxiety will likely drain resources
and negatively affect job performance.
Signs of Anxiety
Much of the extant research and knowledge about anxiety has focused on it from the
perspective of the anxious person; however, relatively few studies have examined observers’
reactions to anxious speakers. Like in a game of poker, physiological ‘tells’ of anxiety give away
feelings of anxiety through physical indications of such as avoiding eye contact or fidgeting.
Many studies have indicated that nervous tells can influence people’s perceptions of a speaker,
but the extent of the effect is unclear. Many of physical and physiological responses can be
obvious to people observing an anxious speaker, including rigidity (Ayres, Hopf, & Ayres, 1994;
Freeman, Sawyer, & Behnke, 1997), absent mindedness, and jumbled speech (Beatty &
Friedland, 1990). In a study by Farina, Murray, and Groh (1978), fellow employees rated a
potential applicant much less favorably when the applicant presented strong indications of
anxiety such as limited eye contact, hand wringing, and swallowing hard. There are many other
behavioral indicters of anxiety in addition to the anxiety-related behaviors used in the Farina and
colleagues study.
To measure the presence of anxiety, researchers have developed different methods and
measures for evaluating participant’s anxiety. McCarthy and Goffin (2004) sought to clarify and
separate the construct of interview anxiety from related constructs. McCarthy and Goffin (2004)
defined interview anxiety as “feelings of nervousness or apprehension that are relatively stable
within job applicants across employment interview situations" (p. 616). They created a survey
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for participants that contained subscales of five distinct dimensions of anxiety: Communication
Anxiety, Appearance Anxiety, Social Anxiety, Performance Anxiety, and Behavioral Anxiety.
McCarthy and Goffin’s scales measured participants’ self-reported symptoms of anxiety.
Alternatively, Mellings and Alden (2000) measured visible signs of anxiety using independent
raters and a scale measuring the occurrence of anxious behaviors. Then they studied the negative
cognitive processing outcomes of anxiety in social interactions by comparing participants’ selfratings of anxious behaviors and objective behaviors on a seven point scale with three
dimensions of visible anxiety: Pauses, eye contact, and fidgeting. Schlenker and Leary (1992)
reviewed the factors and future research topics related to social anxiety and self-presentation.
Using Schlenker and Leary’s list of behaviors associated with social anxiety, Shelton, West and
Trail (2010) developed a measure of a partner’s visible anxious behaviors. Participants rated the
extent to which their partner exhibited the following behaviors: fidgeted, avoided eye contact,
smiled, talked a lot, appeared to conceal true opinions and had an easy time contributing to our
conversations. This scale has also been used in the interview context by Budnick, Kowal, and
Santuzzi (2014). For the purpose of this study, the following visibly anxious behaviors from
Shelton, West and Trail (2010) were evaluated: avoided eye contact, fidgeted, smiled a lot,
talking a lot, along with two additional behaviors: hesitation and pauses, and blushed.
Avoided Eye Contact. Eye contact is often an influential characteristic in interviewer
selection decisions. According to previous research, appropriate levels of contact communicate
interest in the speaker and indicate confidence in oneself (Droney & Brooks, 1993).
Additionally, eye contact can indicate honesty, whereas a lack of eye contact can indicate
dishonesty (Levine, Asada & Park 2006). Recently, vanDonselaar (2011) examined the
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interaction between applicants’ eye contact levels (minimal vs. high levels) and their competence
(meeting minimal qualifications vs. meeting preferred qualifications) by giving participants
information on the applicant’s qualifications and then showing the participants a video where the
applicant was making either minimal levels of eye contact or high levels of eye contact during
the interview. The results of the study revealed an interaction between eye contact and
competence, with minimally qualified applicants who had poor eye contact being penalized the
most, minimally qualified applicants with high levels of eye contact receiving scores equal to
well-qualified applicants with poor eye contact, and well-qualified applicants with high levels of
eye contact receiving the highest scores in hireability.
Fidgeting. To my knowledge, no studies have specifically looked at the outcomes
associated with applicant fidgeting during an employment interview. Forbes and Jackson (1980)
defined fidgeting as “nervous movements” (p. 67), and they examined fidgeting under the
category of applicant hand movements, but that section of the analysis was dropped. In a study
comparing student feedback and professional feedback for interviews, some participants
suggested minimizing fidgeting as an open-ended comment (McGovern, Jones, & Morris, 1979),
but specific fidgeting behaviors were not specified. For the purposes of this study, fidgeting was
defined as non-goal-oriented hand movements and weight shifting. These behaviors may occur
without the participant being aware of their own fidgeting movements.
Smiled a lot. According to Field et al. (2005), general anxiety is associated with less
smiling, but social anxiety was not found to not have a relationship with less smiling (Baker &
Edelmann, 2002). However Heerey and Kring (2007) highlighted that it is important to
differentiate polite smiles versus smiles of genuine pleasure. Shelton et al. (2010) investigated
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the role of smiling as an indicator of being at ease or not experiencing anxiety. In addition to the
possible relationship between smiling and reduced anxiety, smiling may influence how a
conversation partner is perceived. Krumhuber, et al. (2008) found that an interviewee with a
genuine smile rather than a neutral or artificial smile was rated more positively.
Talking a lot. Schlenker (1982) suggested that remaining silent may be a learned coping
mechanism that socially anxious people use to avoid social mistakes. Shelton et al. (2010)
investigated the role of talking a lot as an indicator of being at ease or not experiencing anxiety.
Meleshko and Alden (1993) investigated participants’ reactions to disclosing personal
information with a confederate who does not reciprocate. Participants rated the confederate who
did not engage in the reciprocal disclosure as less likeable, friendly, attractive, and relaxed.
According to Clark and Wells (1995), because anxiety often causes an increase in self-focus,
anxious individuals are more likely to be viewed as uninterested in conversation. According to
Wells (1997), socially anxious people will withhold personal information to avoid negative
reactions from others. Research by Parton, Siltanen, Hosman and Langenderfer (2002) found that
strong verbal abilities in an applicant lead selection decision-makers to make attributions of
competence to the applicant, which in turn, makes interviewers more likely to hire a verbally
competent applicant.
Hesitation and Pauses. Interviewee verbal qualities have not received as much research
attention as visual cues (Degroot & Motowidlo, 1999). One study that examined interviewees’
verbal skills focused on how these skills influenced interviewers’ initial impressions and
impacted selection decisions (Barrick et al., 2012). This measurement of verbal skill is not
concerned with the content of speech. Instead, Barrick et al. (2012) clarified that verbal skill is
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the ability to express thoughts and emotions effectively as well as display verbal fluency and a
smooth style of delivery. In specifically measuring pauses, there are two types of pauses outlined
by the literature: filled pauses and silent pauses (Pradas Marcias, 2006). Filled pauses can be
false starts at the beginning of a statement or stalling with “ummm” or repetitions. In the study
by Pradas Marcias (2006) the results indicated that speakers who paused received lower
evaluations of fluency.
Blushing. Although not measured in Mellings and Alden's (2000) taxonomy, another
visible symptom that can accompany feelings of anxiety is blushing. Blushing is an involuntary
reddening of the skin on the face, neck, ears, and upper chest (Leary, Britt, Cutlip, & Templeton,
1992). Typically blushing occurs in situations of evaluation of social scrutiny. According to
Leary et al. (1992), there are two types of blushes: the classic blush and the creeping blush. The
classic blush is characterized by a sudden reddening of the face and neck; typically this occurs
during an unexpected embarrassing event. The creeping blush is characterized by a slowly
progressing, blotchy redness that accompanies nervousness during social evaluation situations.
Leary et al. (1992) proposed that there are four broad categories of factors that explain why
people blush: threats to public identity, praise and other forms of positive attention, scrutiny, and
accusations of blushing. Threats to public identity are situations in which the person feels judged
based on an embarrassing behavior that they have committed. Praise and other positive forms of
attention can elicit blushing when the person believes that they are unduly receiving the positive
evaluations. Accusations of blushing can lead a person to believe that they are embarrassed and
then blushing can occur as a result (Leary et al, 1992). Darwin (1872) stated that blushing was
one of the most curious of human emotional expressions. Blushing has been associated both with
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positive and negative social outcomes. Moreover, blushing has been recognized as a social
phenomenon with social consequences. Specifically, researchers have found that blushing can
have remedial effects in certain transgression and mishap situations (Dijk, de Jong, & Peters,
2009).
Few researchers have tried to evaluate participants on the outward appearance of anxiety
(Budnick, et al., 2014; Mellings & Alden, 2000; Schmidt, 2007), but there has been a lot of
research supporting the theory that anxious applicants receive lower interview scores and
subsequently fewer job offers compared to non-anxious applicants. This outward appearance of
anxiety may be an explanation for lower interview scores.

CHAPTER 2
THE CURRENT STUDY

The interviewer’s purpose in the hiring process is to find the applicants who will perform
best on the job. A variety of interview behaviors are affected by anxiety; therefore, it can be
difficult to accurately assess an applicant’s skills if they are experiencing anxiety during the
interview.
People who suffer from social anxiety experience stress when faced with performance
evaluation situations such as public speeches or interviews. Moreover, some studies have found
that the anticipation of anxiety symptoms actually increases anxiety (Scholing & Emmelkamp,
1993). According to Cole and McCrosky (2003), “…if communication sources report themselves
as apprehensive, shy, or aggressive, the research generally finds negative outcomes to occur” (p.
102). In contrast to these findings, Mulac and Wiemann (1984) found that anxiety in speaking
situations only influences a receiver’s perceptions of the speaker if the receiver makes judgments
about the speaker based on the anxiety.
During a social interaction, an anxious person fears that they will behave in a way that
will be viewed negatively and will subsequently experience high levels of anxiety during the
encounter (Pertaub, Slater, & Barker, 2002). These fears of being viewed negatively are
metaperceptions, which are beliefs that people hold about how they are seen by others (Laing,
Phillipson, & Lee, 1966; Seta et al., 1989). Furthermore, individuals with high anxiety view
criticism as more harsh than speakers who are less anxious (Maclntire & MacDonald, 1998).
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Anxiety is intensified when the speaker views the audience as critical or when audiences are
comprised of high status members (Seta, et al., 1989). Job interviews can be especially stressful
because anxiety is also increased when speaking in front of people with whom they are
unfamiliar (Beatty, 1988) and individuals with high levels of anxiety often become preoccupied
with concern with being evaluated.
Several studies have shown that evaluations of anxious applicants in interviews also tend
to be less positive than evaluations of their non-anxious counterparts. For example, Schmidt
(2007) studied impressions of applicants based on their non-verbal qualities by slicing interviews
into 12-second clips and having participants rate the applicants. He found that participants were
most likely to recommend applicants who appeared non-anxious. Schmidt also compared
participants’ methods of evaluating the applicant and found that participants relied more on nonverbal information from the applicant even when verbal content was available.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Applicants who report higher levels of a) interview anxiety, b) trait anxiety, or, c)
social anxiety will perform less well in the job interview.

Anxiety and Job Performance
The previous section described research on how anxiety affects interview performance;
this section focuses on the effects of anxiety on job performance. Some tasks are naturally more
anxiety inducing than others. Anxiety has been shown to decrease performance in a variety of
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contexts: reading foreign languages (Tsai & Li, 2012), public speaking (Merritt, Richards, &
Davis, 2001), driving tasks (Wilson et al., 2006), and many others. Researchers have found that
anxious people may ultimately perform at the same level on many tasks as non-anxious people;
however, people who are anxious require more response time in areas of verbal reasoning
(Darke, 1988); grammatical reasoning (Derakshan & Eysenck, 1998); and verbal working
memory (Ikeda, Iwanaga, & Seiwa, 1996). All of these findings are relevant to areas of skill used
during interviews, but these may not be relevant for certain jobs or the anxiety may not be
present under normal working circumstances. In these cases, anxiety during the interview may
not be a relevant factor in selection decisions. Once hired for a job, anxiety interference on
performance can depend on a variety of moderators such as the amount of social interaction
required on the job.
Before examining the relationship between interviewers’ detection of applicant anxiety
and applicant performance on the job, the relationship between interview anxiety and
performance needed to be established. The predictive ability of anxiety during the interview and
job performance likely depends on the type of anxiety and the relevance of that anxiety type
during job performance.
This study examined the relationship between interview anxiety and performance on
three tasks to represent different types of tasks that may be encountered on a real job. The first
task was a clerical task that entailed finding transcription errors by comparing a master list of
mailing addresses to a sheet of formatted addresses. The next task measured creativity with
participants thinking of as many unique uses for everyday items as possible in a limited amount
of time. These first two tasks were considered non-social tasks because they will be completed
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independently. The final task was social in nature and measured participants’ abilities to
effectively communicate and complete a series of simple drawings based on only verbal
communication.
The Influence of Applicant Anxiety Type on Performance
Anxiety before and during an employment interview is common because of the
evaluative nature of the interview. However, applicants with trait anxiety are more likely to
experience anxiety during the interview as well as on the job. According to researchers, anxiety
negatively affects attention controls, which impacts cognitive processing (Eysenck et al., 2007).
Especially in the cases of social anxiety, some of the hallmarks such as hyper-vigilance for
threats, changes in cognitive processing, and increased self-focus can interfere with many types
of performances (Rapee & Heimburg, 1997). Additionally, anxious people tend to experience
worry, self-criticism, distractions, and more concern with how their performance compares to
others (Flett & Blankstein, 1994). Broadly, anxiety has been found to decrease performance in
cognitive tasks (Eysenck et al., 2007) and in social tasks (Woody, 1996). Some examples of
tasks where anxious participants perform lower than participants who are not anxious are:
academic performance (Zeidner, 1998), driving (Wilson et al., 2006), public speaking (Merritt, et
al., 2001), and a variety of other areas. There is a variety of research that provides evidence for
reduced performance when applicants experience anxiety during interviews and when
participants experience anxiety while performing a variety of tasks, but the question remains if
interview anxiety is an indication of a lower job performance in the future.
Trait Anxiety. Employment interviews tend to be anxiety inducing, but especially for people
prone to anxiety. Huffcutt, Van Iddekinge, and Roth (2011) suggested that while interview
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anxiety could be indicative of trait tendencies such as neuroticism, interview anxiety should not
be used as evidence of trait anxiety. The effects of specifically trait anxiety on interview
performance have been mixed in previous research. For example, Keenan (1978) did not find any
negative effects of trait anxiety on interview performance. However, a study by Cook, Vance,
and Spector (2000) examined trait anxiety, neuroticism, locus of control, extraversion, and selfmonitoring in simulated interviews. Participants had to reach a minimum score by two
independent raters to attain a second interview. Cook et al. found that applicants were less likely
to be invited for a second interview if they had high levels of trait anxiety. The researchers
concluded that anxious interviewees were more inhibited and less favorable in their selfpresentation styles. These studies examining the impact of anxiety seem to point to real
consequences in hiring decisions.
Interview Anxiety. The interview context may be an extreme situation that may bring
out anxious or neurotic tendencies that would otherwise not be detectable during a typical day at
work. Anxiety is a known culprit in the common phenomenon of “chocking under pressure”.
Beilock, Kulp, Holt, and Carr (2004) tested the underlying mechanisms of choking under
pressure, or situations that are anxiety-inducing and high-stakes and cause performance
decrements. This phenomenon has been supported in a variety of contexts where participants
suffer performance decrements when there is a personally relevant reason to perform well in the
given task (Beilocke & Carr, 2001). Interviews are undoubtedly high-stakes situations that are
personally relevant to applicants. Interviews as well as important job tasks can cause
performance pressure.
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According to Ayres, Keeprateweep, Chen, and Edwards (1998), some of the factors that
go into evaluating applicants during interviews are body language, eye contact, and confidence.
Perceptions of likeability and competence are also critical in the job interview context because
interviewers evaluate applicants’ qualifications and potential to succeed in a particular
organizational position. Unfortunately for anxious applicants, confidence, non-verbal
communication, and verbal responses are all negatively affected by anxiety (Freeman et al.,
1997).
Interview-induced anxiety is likely to influence interview performance, but when the
interview situation is no longer relevant, anxiety from an interview should not impact
performance. In this study, interview anxiety was a proxy for state anxiety because anxiety was
measured when the interview situation is salient. However, trait anxiety (discussed previously),
is characterized as an enduring characteristic, this quality is predicted to make trait anxiety affect
task performance.

Hypothesis 2: Applicants’ self-reported ratings of trait anxiety will be more predictive of their
task performance than their self-reported ratings of interview anxiety.

Social Anxiety. Interviewers may view applicants differently depending on the type of
job that the applicant is pursuing. Based on these perceptions of the fit between applicant and
job, employers may draw conclusions based on the interviewees’ perceived level of social
anxiety. These conclusions may not be completely off-base; in fact, Daly Richmond, and Leth
(1979) found that applicants who reported being high in social anxiety were less likely to
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advance in the organization and more likely to pursue jobs that require little communication.
This effect could possibly make interviewers more critical of applicant anxiety when the position
requires more social skills and interactions compared to a position with fewer social demands.
In addition to interviewer perceptions of applicants’ communication abilities and fit with
the job type, differences in task context can affect performance, with performances varying
based on the level of social nature to the task. In some cases, people perform better when being
watched by others- this is a phenomenon called social facilitation. Social facilitation was
originally named by Allport (1924) to describe a phenomenon in which a person increases their
response because others are performing the same task. The idea of social facilitation first began
as a person performing a task with others, but later studies expanded to include passive
observers. Social facilitation tends to boost performance when the person is performing a wellrehearsed task; however, if the task is novel, performance tends to suffer (Zajonc, 1965). Uziel
(2007) stated that performance reactions in social facilitation depended on a person’s orientation;
some people are energized and focused in the presence of others whereas other people are
anxious and distracted.
Researchers have found that the presence of others can increase anxiety and decrease
level of performance on complex tasks (Zajonc, 1965). However, Cottrell (1972) posited that it is
not the mere presence of others that affects performance, but instead it is the anticipation of
evaluations by others. This is especially relevant in the context of selection because performance
is evaluated and as a result personally relevant outcomes can occur such as attaining a job or not.
Uziel (2007) found that a social presence and positive orientation (extraversion and high selfesteem) benefited performance whereas a negative orientation (anxious and distracted) towards a
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social presence caused significant performance decrements. Similarly, DePaulo, Epstein, and
LeMay (1990) found that anxious participants performed less well compared to non-anxious
participants in an interpersonal interaction task when they were told that they would be evaluated
on their performance. Specifically, anxious participants spoke less, revealed less information
about themselves, and were less creative.
Anxious people are keener to detect performance threats (Rapee & Heimburg, 1997), and
when faced with an anxiety-inducing task, they would likely begin the negative work processes
that are associated with anxiety: worry, distractibility, and increased cognitive load (Eysenck, et
al., 2007). Sorg and Whitney (1992) tested this theory with performance on a reading task and
found that participants with high levels of anxiety performed less well in the high stress
condition whereas, non-anxious participants were unaffected. Interestingly, they also found that
high anxiety participants outperformed low anxiety participants in the control condition. Santos
and Eysenck (2005) conducted a similar experiment, but instead the stressor was evaluation and
negative feedback from the experimenter. However, they did not find any performance
differences between low and high anxiety participants. These different findings on studies
examining stressful conditions and the performance of anxious vs non-anxious participants may
be due to the nature of the stressors: in the Sorg and Whitney experiment the stressor was the
condition before performing the task; whereas the Santos and Eysenck (2005) experiment
stressor was socio-evaluative. The differences in the social and non-social task in the present
experiment may be more similar to the conditions of the Sorg and Whitney (1992) study rather
than the Santos and Eysenck (2005) study.
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Socio-evaluative or social tasks are especially likely to impact socially anxious
applicants’ performance. Some of the anxiety in interviews may be attributed to the social nature
of the interview; therefore, some interview anxiety may indicate a lower performance on social
tasks. Social anxiety is likely to be most influential in social job conditions because that type of
anxiety will likely be most relevant for those situations.

Hypothesis 3: Applicants with higher self-reported ratings of social anxiety will have a poorer
social task performance compared to applicants with lower levels of self-reported ratings of
social anxiety.
Hypothesis 4: Applicants’ self-reported ratings of interview anxiety will be more predictive of
their social task performance than their task performance on the clerical task or the creativity
task.

Hypothesis 5: Applicants’ self-reported ratings of social anxiety will be more predictive of their
social task performance than their self-reported ratings of interview anxiety.

Interviewers’ Ability to Detect Anxiety that Impacts Job Performance
The previous hypotheses examined the relationship between applicants’ reported anxiety
and their performance in the interview and on the job tasks. If a relationship is established
between job performance and one or more of the following types of anxiety: trait anxiety,
interview anxiety, and social anxiety, then it is important to determine how accurately
interviewers detect these types of anxiety in applicants. There has been little research examining
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interviewers’ detection of applicants’ anxiety. In 1978, Keenan found no relationship between
general anxiety and the applicants’ interview performance. However, Huffcutt et al. (2011)
suggested that while applicants may not be penalized directly for appearing anxious, their
interview performance may suffer as a result of anxiety and they may be subsequently rated
lower than non-anxious applicants. Another study found that trait anxiety was negatively related
to receiving second interviews and job offers (Cook et al., 2000).
When interviewers are making decisions about applicants, they may make attributions
about visible signs of anxiety. The defining feature between the types of anxiety measured in this
study is whether they are a personality characteristic (e.g. trait anxiety) or the product of a
situation (e.g. interview anxiety or social anxiety). With interviewers making a judgment call in
determining if applicants are experiencing anxiety because of the situation or because they are by
nature an anxious person, the fundamental attribution error might influence interviewers’
decisions. The fundamental attribution bias is the tendency to overly attribute behavior to
personal characteristics of others while underestimating the influence of situational influences
(Ross, 1977).

Hypothesis 6: Interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors will be negatively related to overall
interview performance.

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between interviewers’ evaluations of anxiety and task
performance will depend on the level of trait anxiety experienced during the interview, such that
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the relationship will be stronger when trait anxiety is higher compared to when trait anxiety is
lower.

Hypothesis 8: The relationship between applicants’ interview performance and task
performance will depend on the level of trait anxiety, such that the relationship will be stronger
when trait anxiety is higher compared to when trait anxiety is lower.

The Full Picture
The interview process first begins with the qualities that the applicant brings to the
interview. One of the qualities that may be influential in the interview is anxiety. The first set of
aforementioned hypotheses examined the relationship between anxiety and interview
performance, anxiety and task performance, with different types of anxiety (trait, interview and
social) serving as moderators in these relationships. This helps elucidate the effects of different
types of anxiety on interview performance and task performance. It is important to examine these
effects to determine the relevance of applicant anxiety during the interview on the applicants’
ability to perform work tasks in the future. The next group of hypotheses examined the
relationship between experienced anxiety and displays of anxiety. This serves as a link between
the applicants’ internal experiences and the ability of others to detect the applicants’ anxiety
through physical tells. This study also sought to examine how interviewers evaluate and decide
whether to hire or not hire an anxious applicant. Examining interviewers’ evaluations of anxious
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applicants and interviewers’ hiring decisions lends insight into how accurately interviewers
detect anxiety and how interviewers use information about applicant anxiety in hiring decisions.
The next set of hypotheses puts all of the components of this process together to examine
how anxiety affects applicants’ interview performance and task performance and to what extent
interviewers detect and make evaluations based on applicants’ anxiety. Examining these
relationships helps determine if anxiety is a relevant characteristic to judge applicants on during
the job interview. The accuracy of this judgment is based on applicants’ performance on
subsequent work tasks.
In real-life hiring situations, interviewers never know what the performance of non-hired
applicants would have been. Applicants who are anxious during the interview are less likely to
be hired compared to less anxious applicants. This lab study allows for the comparison of low
anxiety and high anxiety participants on interview performance and task performance.
Furthermore, when interviewers detect and make evaluations based on applicants’
anxiety, do they make the correct interview evaluations and decisions to hire or not hire
applicants based on these observations? In other words, are interviewers making the correct
decisions when they decide to hire or not hire an applicant? Could there be applicants who are
not being hired because of anxiety during the interview, but they would have performed well on
the job task? These final hypotheses will examine participants’ self-reports of anxiety types with
interview performance and objective task performance as well as interviewers’ judgments of the
applicants’ hireability based on the interview.
Trait anxiety is a personality characteristic that tends to be stable across situations.
Therefore, applicants who have high levels of trait anxiety will likely be experiencing anxiety
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during both the interview and task performance. Therefore, it is predicted that participants with
high levels of trait anxiety will perform less well on tasks compared to applicants with lower
levels of trait anxiety.

Hypothesis 9: The relationship between hiring decision and performance will be stronger for
applicants lower in trait anxiety than those high in trait anxiety.

Hypothesis 10: The relationship between hiring decision and performance will be stronger for
applicants lower in interview anxiety than those high in interview anxiety.

Support for hypothesis 10 would indicate that the interviewer generally made an incorrect
decision in deciding not to hire this type of applicant.

Social anxiety is also a situational type of anxiety; however, it is important to note that
some types of jobs require significant amounts of social interaction. Requirements of social
interaction may induce social anxiety and negatively impact performance. Therefore, socially
anxious applicants for non-social jobs may perform well in the job, whereas socially anxious
applicants for a job that requires social interaction may perform poorly on the job.

Hypothesis 11: The relationship between hiring decision and performance will be stronger for
applicants lower in social anxiety than those higher in social anxiety in the non-social task.

Support for this hypothesis would indicate that the interviewer generally made an incorrect
decision in deciding not to hire this type of applicant for non-social tasks, but generally made a
correct decision in deciding not to hire this type of applicant for social tasks. Finally this study
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sought to determine how well raters can distinguish between applicants who will perform well on
the job compared to applicants who will not perform well on the job based on anxiety displayed
during the interview.
McCarthy and Goffin (2004) predicted that interviewers’ detection of applicant anxiety
would be influenced by applicants’ physically observable characteristics. The results of the study
showed that interviewers’ ratings of applicant anxiety were only related to one subscale of the
MASI scale: communication anxiety. This detection of anxiety had an impact on perceptions of
interview performance with interviewers’ perceptions of higher applicant anxiety being
associated with lower ratings of interview performance. McCarthy and Goffin also found that
interview performance was negatively impacted by anxiety despite the fact that they found low
correlations between interviewees' self- reported anxiety and interviewer-observed anxiety
levels. The researchers found that the inaccuracy occurred with interviewers detecting less
anxiety compared to the levels that applicants reported. This finding may have resulted from
interviewers only detecting anxiety in applicants with extreme levels of anxiety during the
interview. The majority of anxious applicants may not have been recognized as anxious. For the
applicants that were viewed as anxious by interviewers, research has shown a variety of negative
outcomes occur. McCarthy and Goffin found that anxious applicants were perceived as less
socially attractive, less intelligent, and less successful in their interviews. As a result of these
negative impressions, anxious applicants were less likely to be hired (Ayers, 1998). Based on
this research, there are two factors that may have influenced the results: a) type of applicant
anxiety experienced and b) degree of the anxiety that the applicant experienced.
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Hypothesis 12: The strength of the relationship between applicants’ self-reported ratings of
anxiety and interviewers’ ratings of the applicants’ anxiety will depend on the level of the
applicants’ self-reported anxiety.
H12A: Interviewers will accurately detect anxiety in applicants whom self-report high
levels of anxiety during the interview.
H12B: Interviewers will not be accurate in detecting anxiety in applicants whom selfreport moderate levels anxiety during the interview.
H12C: Interviewers will accurately not detect anxiety in applicants whom self-report low
levels of anxiety during the interview.

Exploratory Question: When accounting for anxiety type, what percentage of the time do
interviewers make the correct hiring decision?

CHAPTER 3
METHOD

The present study examined participants’ interview performance on a structured
interview. Participants also reported their anxiety levels for trait anxiety, interview anxiety, and
social anxiety. Then participants’ task performance was measured using a combination of three
tasks: clerical task, creative uses task, and a social task. All participants completed all of the task
performance measures. These tasks were selected to simulate tasks that may be encountered in a
variety of jobs.
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited from an undergraduate psychology student participant pool.
As suggested by a power analysis with G*Power, for maximum number of predictors in a
planned statistical test (3: Anxiety type, Social Interaction Condition, and hiring decision) with a
desired statistical power level of 0.80 and alpha at 0.05, a total of 103 participants were recruited
with 93 participants retained for data collection. The initial sample contained 103 participants.
Participants were removed from the analyses for the following reasons: 2 participants did not
consent to video-recording, 2 participants reported English was their second language and they
did not understand the interview questions, 2 participants did not follow instructions in the tasks,
1 participant knew the interviewer prior to the study, 1 participant was accidentally given the
evaluation form and there were problems with the stop watch, and 1 participant demonstrated
lack of effort and a confrontational attitude.
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Of the 93 participants used in the analyses, 33 (35.5%) reported they were male, 59
(63.4%) reported they were female, and 1 (1.1%) participant reported an alternative gender
identity. In reporting race, 18 (19.4%) participants reported they were African American, 49
(52.7%) participants reported they were Caucasian, 4 (4.3%) participants reported they
were Asian, 11 (11.8%) participants reported they were Latino, and the remaining 11 (11.8%)
participants reported they were a different race. Participants’ reported ages ranged from 18 to 44
with a mean age of 20.42 (sd = 3.42).
In recruiting, this study was advertised as a research session with two separate studies in
one hour. The first study was advertised as a study on personality and thinking styles. Upon
arrival to the research lab, participants were welcomed by the interviewer and reminded them
that there would be two studies in one research session. The participant was shown an informed
consent page detailing the requirements of the study (see Appendix B for informed consent; see
Appendix C for experimenter script). Next, participants who agreed to participate in the study
filled out measures examining trait anxiety, interview anxiety, and social anxiety (see
Appendices D, E, and F, respectively). Then each participant acted as an applicant in a structured
video-recorded interview. Interviews were conducted by one of two trained interviewers who
asked a standard set of six questions in each interview (see Appendix G).
After the completion of the interview, participants were informed that the first research
study has concluded and they were led into the hallway to wait while the materials for the next
study were prepared. Participants waited in the hallway lab for five minutes to create separation
between the interview and the job task. For the next phase of the experiment, a separate
experimenter (not the interviewer) informed participants that the second study was on personality
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and thinking styles (see Appendix C for experimenter script). This separate experimenter was
used for the remaining tasks in the experiment to reduce confounds between the ostensibly
different studies. The three tasks were a clerical task, a creative uses task, and a social task.
First, participants began the clerical work task that involved finding errors in formatted
addresses (see Appendix H) that deviate from a master list. The participants were given two
packets of paper to complete this task: the master list and the formatted addresses list. The
instructions were included in the master list along with a list of 80 mailing addresses types in
single line format. The master list contained the correct addresses and the formatted addresses
list contained the addresses in letter format with potential transcription errors. Participants were
instructed that when they find an error, they should circle the word or series of numbers that
contains the error. Participants had a total of 5 minutes to find as many errors as possible. The
sheet contained a total of 47 errors that could be found by participants.
Second, participants were given the creative uses task work sheet (see Appendix I). The
worksheet contained pictures of two common items (a carpentry nail and a brick) and
instructions to list as many creative uses for the items as possible within 3 minutes.
Lastly, in the social interaction task, the participants were given verbal directions to
follow to complete three small drawings (see Appendix J). The verbal instructions were written
for the experimenter to read aloud to each participant. The experimenter’s instructions described
lines that create three separate shapes, beginning with the easiest shape to draw and working up
to the most difficult shape to draw. Some of the instructions were purposely vague or misleading
so participants must be able to ask detailed and efficient questions in order to draw the correct
shapes. The participants were strongly encouraged to ask questions. This task was timed with a
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limit of 7 minutes to complete as much of the drawings as possible. Their social and
communication skills were tested in their ability to successfully construct the drawings.
After all tasks were completed, participants filled out a demographics questionnaire and
experiment feedback form, and then participants received a debriefing form (see Appendix K,
and Appendix L, respectively). The experimental session was concluded with participants being
debriefed and thanked for their participation.
Evaluation of Applicants
Applicants were evaluated primarily by the interviewer, with supplemental ratings from
independent raters. The interviewer filled out measures on the applicant’s performance, anxiety
behaviors, and overall anxiety (see Appendix M). Two independent raters evaluated the
interview videos. These trained independent raters evaluated the applicant’s performance,
anxiety behaviors, and overall anxiety (see appendix N for form), and performance (see appendix
O for form) from the videotaped interview.
Interviewer Training. Interviewers were first introduced to the tasks that they would be
performing in each experimental session. Then interviewers reviewed the experimental script.
After reading the script, interviewers read materials from Structured Interview: A Practical
Guide (2008) by the United States Office of Personnel Management. Interviewers were
instructed on maintaining slightly positive facial expressions during the interview. Then
interviewers practiced performing interviews with feedback from the researcher. For scoring
interviews, interviewers were instructed to score interviews immediately after the first part of the
study has concluded. Interviewers were instructed to use the full rating scales with the best
interviews being rated lowest and the worst interviews being given the lowest scores.
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Measures
Trait Anxiety: State –Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI: State vs Trait Anxiety will be
measured using the STAI developed by Spielberger (1983). The STAI has a total of 40 items
with 20 items that measure state anxiety and 20 items that measure trait anxiety (see Appendix D
for complete measure). For the purpose of this study, the 20 items that measure trait anxiety were
used. Response options on the inventory ranged from 1 (Not at all) to 4 (Very much so). An
example item from the STAI Trait Inventory is “I wish I could be as happy as others seem to be”.
The STAI had high reliability (α = .89).
Interview Anxiety: The Measure of Anxiety in Selection Interview (MASI) by
McCarthy and Goffin (2004) developed a measure to examine five components of interview
anxiety: Communication, Appearance, Social, Performance, and Behavioral (see Appendix E for
complete measure). These scales are assessed using items the participants express their level of
endorsement on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Each
scale was assessed using six items. An example item for the communication scale is, “I become
so apprehensive in job interviews that I am unable to express my thoughts clearly.” The
interview anxiety measure had high reliability (α = .95).
Social Anxiety: The social interaction anxiety scale was developed to measure social
anxiety disorders (Mattick & Clarke, 1998). An example item from the scale is, “I feel tense if I
am alone with just one other person”. Each item is rated by participants on their perceptions of how
much each item describes them (see Appendix F for complete measures). The items are rated on a
5 point scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). The social anxiety measure had high
reliability (α = .92).
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Interview Performance Measures: Immediately after each interview, interviewers filled
out performance measures based on the applicant. Interview applicants were rated using six
items to evaluate performance (see Appendix M for complete form). An example item was
“Overall, the interviewee performed successfully.” Interviewers responded to the items on a
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). The interview performance
measure had high reliability (α = .95).
Anxiety Display Measures: Independent raters and the interviewer used a standard form
for scoring the occurrence of applicants’ behaviors (see Appendix M for complete form). The
raters used the form to rate the extent of the following behaviors: avoided eye contact, fidgeted,
smiled a lot, talking a lot, hesitation and pauses, and blushed. Interviewers responded to the
items on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).
Independent raters were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the extent that
participants showed these anxiety behaviors during the interview (see Appendix N for complete
form). Moreover, independent raters were instructed to use the full rating scales with the best
interviews being rated the highest scores and the worst interviews being rated using the lowest
scores. The independent raters were instructed to review 20% of interviews before proceeding
with scoring to get an idea of the range of performance. Independent raters checked-in with the
researcher several times throughout the rating process to update on progress and ask questions
about ratings.
Interview Performance Evaluation: Independent raters evaluated applicants’ on their
hireability based on the interview video. Seven questions assessed hireability through questions
about hireability, confidence in hiring, qualifications, and suggested pay (see Appendix O for
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complete form). Five of the questions were rated on 7-point scales with response anchors varying
depending on the questions. The remaining two questions included a dichotomous yes or no
response for hiring and free response for suggested starting salary.
Performance Measure, Clerical Task: The clerical task involved comparing a master
list of 80 street addresses to formatted addresses to find transcription errors (see Appendix H for
task materials). A master list of addresses contained street addresses with correct information.
On a separate sheet, the addresses were listen in label form, but some of the addresses contained
transcription errors such as an incorrect middle initial or some numbers are switched in the street
address. Participants searched the label formatted address sheet and circled each transcription
error that they could find.
Performance Measure, Creativity Task: This task was based on Guilford’s Alternative
Uses Task (1967) in which participants are given an everyday item and told to come up with as
many creative uses for the item as they can (see Appendix I for task materials). The responses
were scored using five components: Originality, Fluency (number of responses), and Flexibility
(uses from different areas), and elaboration. In this study, participants were given a brick and a
carpentry nail and told to think of as many uses for the brick as they could in three minutes. The
work sheet contained pictures of the items to avoid confusion for participants.
Social Task: To measure social performance, participants were given paper with rows
and columns of dots and a pencil (see Appendix J for task materials). Then participants had 7
minutes to construct a drawing using only the dotted paper and the experimenters’ instructions.
The participants were encouraged to ask clarification questions.
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Experiment Feedback Form: An experiment feedback form featured seven questions
along with follow-up questions (see Appendix P for form) for participants. The questions asked
about the clarity of each portion of the interview, anxiety experienced during the interview and
social task, and explanations for anxiety.
Demographics: The demographic questionnaire asked for participants’ age, ethnicity,
gender, year in school, and marital status (see Appendix L for form).

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Preliminary analyses
The results from this study were determined by using data from independent raters’
evaluations and interviewer evaluations of participants’ visible anxiety on 6 dimensions and
hireability (see rating form in Appendix N), along with participants’ self- ratings of trait anxiety,
interview anxiety, and social anxiety. Interview performance scores and hiring decisions were
also calculated and a two-way mixed Intraclass correlation (ICC) used to evaluate inter-rater
agreement. Two-way mixed ICC is used in cases where all participants have been rated by all
random raters (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). Participants’ performance scores were based on the three
job tasks: clerical, creative, and social.
Variable Calculations and Descriptive Statistics
Before conducting analyses, the descriptive statistics of all continuous variables of
interest were examined for outliers and skew. These variables of interest included: self-report
measures of anxiety, interview evaluations of anxiety, interview performance, and task
performance. Within the variables of interest, there was very little missing data. In total, 30 items
were missed out of all questions among all participants. To avoid eliminating a participants’ data
due to a skipped item, the means of the items for each scale were calculated. Therefore, if an
item was skipped, the mean of the remaining responses was used to represent the score in the
scale. The final variable means, standard deviations, and correlations are in Table 1.

Table 1
Correlations of Independent Variables and Dependent Variables

Variables

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

1. Trait Anxiety

1.96

0.45

-

2. Interview
Anxiety

2.61

0.7

.63**

-

3. Social Anxiety

1.25

0.74

.69***

.68***

-

4. Interview
Performance

5.04

1.12

-0.01

-.27**

-0.11

-

5. Interviewer
Evaluation of
Anxiety

2.21

0.98

0.05

.27**

0.12

.47***

-

.58***

-

7

8

9

6. Anxious
behaviors

3.74

0.80

-0.03

0.18

0.13

.54***

7. Clerical Task

12.57

3.90

-0.05

0.12

0.09

-0.04

-0.04

-0.03

-

8. Creativity Task

24.55

9.17

-0.20

-0.01

-0.04

-0.07

0.18

0.01

0.09

-

9. Social Task

47.24

13.37

0.02

0.10

0.06

0.09

-0.07

-0.06

0.16

0.19

-

.37***

65***
.

.66***

10. All Tasks

84.36

18.67

-0.12

0.11

0.06

-0.09

0.03

-0.04

10

-

Note:* p < .05, ** p < .01 *** p < .001
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Distribution of trait anxiety, interview anxiety, and social anxiety. Three types of
anxiety (trait, interview, and social) were examined using self-report measures. Variable
unstandardized scores were reported in this section; however, variables were converted to zscores when they were independent variables in the hypothesis testing section.
Trait anxiety was calculated by reverse coding items 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, 16, and 19 and
then calculating the mean for each of the individual participant. Higher scores indicate greater
trait anxiety. The overall scale reliabilities were then calculated using Cronbach’s alpha statistic.
Finally, a z-score (subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation) was created for
performing inferential statistics using different scales. The original scale for trait anxiety ranged
from 1 (Not at all) to 4 (Very much so). Trait anxiety scores ranged from 1.15 to 3.30 (M = 1.96,
SD = 0.45). Trait anxiety was normally distributed, with skewness of 0.85 (SE = 0.25).
Interview anxiety was calculated by reverse coding items 4 and 6 and then calculating the
mean for each of the individual participants. Higher scores indicate greater interview anxiety.
Cronbach’s alpha statistic was used to examine the reliability of the subscales and overall
interview anxiety. Finally, a z-score was created for performing inferential statistics using
different scales. The original scale for interview anxiety ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5
(Strongly Agree). Interview anxiety scores ranged from 1.17 to 4.33 (M = 2.61, SD = 0.68). Trait
anxiety was normally distributed, with skewness of -0.02 (SE = 0.25).
Social anxiety was calculated by reverse coding items 9 and 11 and then calculating the
mean for each of the individual participants. Higher scores indicate greater social anxiety.
Cronbach’s alpha statistic was used to examine the reliability of the social anxiety scale. Finally,
a z-score was created for performing inferential statistics using different scales. The original
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scale for social anxiety ranged from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). Social anxiety scores ranged
from 0.11 to 3.30 (M = 1.25, SD = 0.74). Trait anxiety was normally distributed, with skewness
of 0.74 (SE = 0.25).
Interview anxiety behaviors. Interviewers and independent raters evaluated applicants’
displays of anxiety behaviors including: avoided eye contact, fidgeted, smiled a lot, talking a lot,
hesitation and pauses, and blushed. These anxiety behaviors were rated by the one of two
interviewers and by two independent raters. Each independent rater’s scores of the 6 anxiety
behaviors were averaged together for an overall score of anxiety displays. The original ratings
scale ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) with interviewers and independent
raters evaluating the extent of the participant’s enactment of each different anxiety behavior.
Interviewer evaluations of applicant anxiety behaviors ranged from 2.17 to 5.50 (M = 3.73, SD =
0.81). ). Interviewer evaluations of overall applicant anxiety were normally distributed, with
skewness of 0.11 (SE = 0.25). Independent raters’ evaluations of applicant anxiety behaviors
ranged from 2.17 to 5.08 (M = 3.42, SD = 0.71). Interviewer evaluations of overall applicant
anxiety were normally distributed, with skewness of 0.54 (SE = 0.25).
Interview anxiety behaviors interrater reliability. The reliability between the
independent raters’ evaluations of participant anxiety behaviors were first calculated using an
ICC. According to the ICC, independent raters had a fair level of agreement ICC = .57.
Agreement was also examined including the interviewers. Participant anxiety behavior
evaluations measures had a higher agreement when both interviewers and independent raters
were included in the analysis ICC = .68. According to Cicchetti (1994), the commonly used cutoffs in ICC are as follows: below .40 reflects poor reliability, between .40 and .59 reflect fair
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reliability, between .60 and .74 reflect good reliability and .75 to 1.0 reflects excellent reliability.
Finally, a correlation was used to ensure that interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors were
related to independent raters’ evaluations of applicant anxiety
Interview Anxiety Behaviors Variable. Interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors was
significantly related to independent raters’ evaluations of applicant anxiety r(91) = .44, p = <
.001) and r(91) = .42, p = < .001) respectively. This finding supports the consistency of
interviewer scores and independent rater scores on interview anxiety behaviors. In most hiring
situations, interviewers make the ultimate judgment on applicants. Therefore, for the purpose of
the hypothesis testing, interview anxiety behaviors were calculated using the interviewer’s
evaluations only. Therefore, a z-score was created from the interviewers’ ratings in order to
perform inferential statistics using different scales.
Interviewer differences. There was a significant difference between raters on anxiety
scores during the interview t(91) = 2.05, p = .04, with interviewer 1 rating applicants higher on
anxiety (M = 2.39, SD = .89) than interviewer 2 (M = 1.98, SD = 1.05). However, there was not a
significant difference between those interviewed by interviewer 1 and interviewer 2 when
comparing participants’ self-reports of anxiety during the interview t(92) = -1.44, p = .15. This
seems to be more of a difference in interviewers’ ratings of the participants rather than a
difference in interview experience for the participants.
Interview performance. Interview performance was rated by the interviewer and by two
independent raters. Performance was calculated using the first 6 questions assessing overall
performance on the Interviewer’s Evaluation of Applicant form. Interviewer evaluations of
overall applicant performance ranged from 1.67 to 6.83 (M = 5.04, SD = 1.12). Interviewer
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evaluations of overall applicant performance was normally distributed, with skewness of -0.88
(SE = 0.25). Independent rater evaluations of overall applicant interview performance ranged
from 2.0 to 6.85 (M = 5.37, SD = 0.98). Independent rater evaluations of overall applicant
interview performance was negatively skewed (-1.18, SE = 0.25).
Interview performance interrater reliability. The reliability between the independent
raters’ evaluations of interview performance were first calculated using an ICC. According to the
ICC, independent raters had an excellent level of agreement ICC = .90. Agreement was also
examined including the interviewers. Interview performance measures had excellent agreement
when both interviewers and independent raters were included in the analysis ICC= .93. This
finding supports the consistency of interviewer scores on applicant performance.
Interview Performance Variable. In most hiring situations, interviewers make the
ultimate judgment of interview performance. Therefore, for the purpose of the hypothesis testing,
interview performance was calculated using the interviewer’s evaluations only. Therefore, a zscore of interviewer ratings of performance was created for performing inferential statistics using
different scales.
Task Performance Variables. Task performance was evaluated using three separate
tasks: an address editing task, a creativity task, and a social task. The editing task sheet contained
a total of 47 errors that could be found by participants. Performance on this task was calculated
by counting the number of errors correctly identified by participants and subtracting any
incorrect identifications. Performance on the address task ranged from 4 to 25 (M = 12.57, SD =
3.90). Performance on the address task was normally distributed, with skewness of 0.78 (SE =
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0.25). Finally, a z-score (subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation) was
created for performing inferential statistics using different scales.
The creative uses task was scored using Guilford’s (1967) outline for scoring, which
includes four components: originality, fluency (number of responses), and flexibility (uses from
different areas), and elaboration. To calculate originality, any response given by less than 5% of
participants was considered original, which would be worth one point. Furthermore, responses
that are given by less than 1% of participants were considered unique which would be worth 2
points. Fluency total was calculated by adding up the total number of responses. Flexibility was
scored by awarding a point for the use of different categories. For example, using a brick as a
paper weight and a doorstop would be the same category (holding something in place), but using
a brick to throw would be a different category (weapon). Elaboration was measured by
determining the amount of detail in participants’ responses. An example of this by (Guilford,
1967) is a comparison between the responses for brick: “a doorstop” versus “a door stop to
prevent a door from slamming shut in strong wind”. The first response would get no additional
points for this scoring category but the second response would get 2 additional points, one for the
door slamming and one for detail about the wind. As recommended by Guildford, There was a
correction for overlap in points between higher fluency and originality
(originality=originality/fluency). Any repeated responses were only counted one time. To
calculate the total score, points from each category were added together. Performance on the
creativity task ranged from 2.50 to 51.84 (M = 24.55, SD = 9.17). Performance on the creativity
task was normally distributed, with skewness of 0.28 (SE = 0.25). Finally, a z-score was created
for performing inferential statistics using different scales.
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The social task consisted of three separate drawings on the dot paper. The drawings were
scored by counting each line from dot to dot. Each line correctly placed was worth one point.
Incorrect lines were not counted in scoring. The first drawing had a possible 27 points, the
second drawing had a possible 21 points, and the third drawing had a possible 27 points. Then
participants’ scores were adjusted by the inclusion of a score based on how well the lines fit with
the intended figure without regard to overall placement. Participants would receive a score
ranging from 0 to 10 on this component for each of the separate shapes. Then the raw scores and
adjusted scores were added for a maximum overall score of 75 points overall. Finally, a z-score
was created for performing inferential statistics using different scales. Performance on the social
task ranged from 16 to 75 (M = 47.24, SD = 13.37). Performance on the social task was normally
distributed, with skewness of -0.36 (SE = 0.25).
Overall performance was calculated by averaging participants’ scored performances
across all tasks. Performance levels ‘below average’, ‘average’, and ‘above average’ were
calculated using all participants’ performances as the relative comparison standard. The scores
were analyzed by percentiles with the highest 33.3% of score comprising the ‘above average’
category of scores, and the middle 33.3% of scores comprising the ‘average’ category of scores,
and the lowest 33.3% of scores comprising the ‘below average’ category.
Hypothesis Testing
Hypotheses 1 through 4 examined the relationship between self-reported ratings of
anxiety and outcomes associated with interview performance and task performance. It was
expected that the three self-report anxiety types would be highly correlated; therefore, the
proposed analysis method was to begin with correlations and then further examine the
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differences in correlations using a Steiger (1980) test. Specifically, the Steiger test would
determine if differences in correlations between self-reported ratings of anxiety and the outcomes
were statistically significant. However, not all anxiety types were significantly related to the
outcomes variables, and in such cases the Steiger test was not necessary. Additionally, a linear
regression was performed in order to consider the relationship of the set of self-reported anxiety
predictors together on interview and on task performance.
Hypothesis one stated that applicants who report higher levels of a) interview anxiety, b)
trait anxiety, or, c) social anxiety will perform less well in the job interview. This hypothesis was
first tested using correlations. Applicants who reported greater interview anxiety r(93) = -.27, p =
.009, performed worse on the interview. Trait anxiety r(93) = -.01, p = .90, and social anxiety
r(93) = -.11, p = .29 were not significantly related to interview performance. A follow up
regression was conducted. See table 2 for regression results. The regression showed that trait
anxiety, β = .26, t(89) = 1.79, p = .08, and social anxiety β = .01, t(89) = 0.07, p = .95 were not
significantly related to interview performance. However, interview anxiety was significantly
related to lower interview performance β = -.73, t(89) = -3.09, p = .003. Therefore, only
hypothesis 1a was supported.
Table 2
Regression Between Types of Anxiety and Interview Performance

Trait Anxiety
Interview Anxiety
Social Anxiety
Note. R2= .115

B
0.641
-0.731
0.016

SE B
0.358
0.236
0.23

β
0.259
-0.441
0.011

t
1.791
-3.094
0.069

Sig.
0.077
0.003
0.945
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Hypothesis two stated that applicants’ self-reported ratings of trait anxiety will be more
predictive of their task performance than their self-reported ratings of interview anxiety. This
hypothesis was tested using correlations. Trait anxiety (r(91) = 0.11 , p = .32) and interview
anxiety (r(91) = 0.57 , p = .59) were not significantly related to performance on job tasks. A
follow up regression was conducted. See table 3 for regression results. The regression showed
that trait anxiety, β = .114, t(90) = .846, p = .400, and interview anxiety β = -.016, t(90) = 0.016, p = .91 were not significantly related to performance on job tasks. Therefore, this
hypothesis was not supported.
Table 3
Regression Between Types of Anxiety and Task Performance

Trait Anxiety
Interview Anxiety

B
.499
-0.05

SE B
.590
.395

β
0.114
-0.02

t
0.846
-0.12

Sig.
0.400
0.908

Note. R2= .011

Hypothesis three predicted that applicants with higher self-reported ratings of social
anxiety will have a poorer social task performance compared to applicants with lower levels of
self-reported ratings of social anxiety. This hypothesis was tested using linear regression. See
table 4 for regression results. Social anxiety did not significantly predict scores on the social
task, β = .09, t(91) = .088, p = .38. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported.
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Table 4
Regression Between Social Anxiety and Social Task

Social Anxiety

B
0.092

SE B
0.104

β
0.092

t
0.882

Sig.
0.38

Note. R2= .008

Hypothesis four stated that applicants’ self-reported ratings of interview anxiety will be
more predictive of their social task performance than their task performance on the clerical task
or the creativity task. This hypothesis was first tested using correlations. Interview anxiety was
not significantly related to the social task r(91) = .06, p = .56), the address editing task r(91) =
.09, p = .41 or the creativity task r(91) = -.03, p = .74). Therefore, this hypothesis was not
supported.
Hypothesis five stated that applicants’ self-reported ratings of social anxiety will be more
predictive of their social task performance than their self-reported ratings of interview anxiety.
This hypothesis was tested using correlations. Social anxiety was not significantly related to the
social task r(91) = .09, p = .38). Interview anxiety was not significantly related to the social task
r(91) = .06, p = .56). A follow-up regression was conducted. See table 5 for regression results.
According to the regression, both social anxiety β = .094, t(90) = .66, p = .509 and interview
anxiety β = -.003, t(90) = -.024, p = .981 were not significantly related to social task
performance. Therefore this hypothesis was not supported. In an exploratory investigation, ACT
scores were examined as a predictor of social task performance. A linear regression showed that
ACT scores significantly predicted social task scores β = .28, t(91) = 2.36, p = .02.
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Table 5
Regression Between Social Anxiety and Nonsocial Tasks
B
Social Anxiety
Interview Anxiety

SE B

β

t

Sig.

1.708

2.577

0.094

0.663

0.509

-0.066

2.814

-0.003

-0.024

0.981

Note. R2= .008

Hypothesis six predicted interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors will be negatively
related to overall interview performance. This hypothesis was tested using linear regression. See
table 6 for regression results. Interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors significantly predicted
scores on interview performance, β = -.54, t(91) = -6.13, p < .0001. This hypothesis was fully
supported.
Table 6
Regression Between Anxiety Behaviors and Interview Performance
B
Anxiety Behaviors During
Interview

-0.756

SE B
0.123

β

t

Sig.

-0.541

-6.132

0.0001

Note. R2= .292

Trait Anxiety Moderation
Hypothesis seven stated that the relationship between interviewers’ evaluations of anxiety
and task performance will depend on the level of trait anxiety experienced during the interview,
such that the relationship will be stronger when trait anxiety is higher compared to when trait
anxiety is lower. This hypothesis was examined using a hierarchical regression, with
interviewer’s evaluations of applicants’ anxiety and self-reported trait anxiety entered in the first
step and the interaction term entered in the second step. See table 7 for regression results.
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Interviewer’s evaluations of applicants’ anxiety during the interview was not significantly related
to task performance, β = -.12, t(89) = -1.14, p = .256. Self-reported trait anxiety was not
significantly related to task performance, β = .10, t(89) = .10, p = .33. There was a significant
interaction between interviewer’s evaluations of applicants’ anxiety during the interview and
trait anxiety on task performance β = .21, t(88) = 2.05, p = .04. This means that the relationship
between interviewers’ evaluations of applicant anxiety during the interview and applicant task
performance significantly varied based on trait anxiety. However, the results were not in the
predicted direction. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. The interaction term was
significant at p = .04; the graph of the pattern of interaction is presented below in Figure 1. The
pattern is not consistent with the prediction that participants with high trait anxiety would have
lower performance on the interview and tasks. Simple slopes for the association between
evaluations of anxiety from interviewers and task performance were tested for low (-1 SD below
the mean) and high (+1 SD above the mean) levels of trait anxiety. The simple slope analysis of
high trait anxiety levels showed a significant negative association between interviewer
evaluations of anxiety and performance on tasks of trait anxiety for participants with low levels
of trait anxiety β = -.352, t(88) = -2.298, p = .02. This means that participants with lower levels
of trait anxiety performed significantly worse at the work tasks if they were evaluated as having
high anxiety during the interview. Whereas, participants with high trait anxiety who were rated
as having high anxiety during the interview did not have a significantly different performance
from high trait anxiety participants who were evaluated as having low anxiety during the
interview β = .102, t(88) = .683, p = .50.
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Hypothesis eight stated that the relationship between applicants’ interview performance
and task performance will depend on the level of trait anxiety, such that the relationship will be
stronger when trait anxiety is higher compared to when trait anxiety is lower. This hypothesis
was examined using a hierarchical regression, with interview performance and self-reported trait
anxiety entered in the first step and the interaction term entered in the second step. See table 8
for regression results. There was not main effect of interview performance on task performance β
= .04, t(91) = .33, p = 0.74, no main effect of trait anxiety on task performance β = .11, t(91) =
1.00, p = .32 and no significant interaction between interview performance and trait anxiety on
task performance β = .06, t(89) = .053, p = .60. This means that the relationship between
interview performance and task performance did not depend on trait anxiety. Therefore, this
hypothesis was not supported.

Table 7
Interviewers’ Evaluations of Anxiety and Task Performance with Trait Anxiety Moderation

Model 1
B
Eval Interview Anxiety
Trait Anxiety

SE B

β

Model 2
t

Sig.

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

-0.24

0.21

-0.12

-1.144

0.256

-0.25

0.206

-0.125

-1.213

0.229

.207

209.3

0.104

0.988

0.326

.244

.206

0.122

1.181

0.241

.454

.222

0.212

2.047

0.044

EInterview X Trait Anx
R2

0.002

F for change in R2

0.024

Task Performance

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

0.068
0.341

0.044

0.044

Low Trait
Anx
High Trait
Anx

Low Anx Eval

High Anx Eval

Note. The values for figure 1 are on the original standard scoring scale for increased interpretability

Figure 1: Significant Interaction between Interviewer Evaluation of anxiety and Trait Anxiety on Task Performance.
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Anxiety and Hiring Decisions
Hypothesis nine stated that the relationship between hiring decision and performance will
be stronger for applicants lower in trait anxiety than those high in trait anxiety. This hypothesis
was tested by dummy coding hiring decision and performing a hierarchical regression with
hiring decision and trait anxiety in the first step, the interaction between hiring decision and trait
anxiety in the second step, and task performance as the dependent variable. See table 9 for
regression results. According to the hierarchical regression, the relationship between trait anxiety
and task performance was not significant β = 0.10, t(90) = 0.97, p = .34. The relationship
between hiring decision and performance was also not significant β = -0.012, t(90) = -0.11, p =
.91. Moreover, the relationship between hiring decision and performance did not significantly
depend on the inclusion of trait anxiety β = -.135, t(89) = -.93, p = .354. Therefore, this
hypothesis was not supported.
Hypothesis ten stated that the relationship between hiring decision and performance will
be stronger for applicants lower in interview anxiety than those high in interview anxiety. This
hypothesis was tested by dummy coding hiring decision and performing a hierarchical regression
with hiring decision and interview anxiety in the first step, and the interaction between hiring
decision and interview anxiety in the second step, and with task performance as the dependent
variable. See table 10 for regression results. The relationship between interview anxiety and
performance was not significant β = 0.05, t(90) = 0.477, p = .64. The relationship between hiring
decision and performance was also not significant β = -0.01, t(90) = -0.08, p = .938. Moreover,
the relationship between hiring decision and performance did not significantly depend on the
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inclusion of interview anxiety β = -.149, t(89) = -.93, p = .354. Therefore, this hypothesis was
not supported.
Hypothesis eleven stated the relationship between hiring decision and performance in
non-social tasks will be stronger for applicants lower in social anxiety than those higher in social
anxiety. This hypothesis was put forth to determine if applicants with social anxiety could
perform well in non-social jobs despite being affected by social anxiety during the interview
process. This hypothesis was tested by dummy coding hiring decision and performing a
hierarchical regression with hiring decision and social anxiety in the first step, the interaction
between hiring decision and social anxiety in the second step, and with task performance as the
dependent variable. See table 11 for regression results. According to the regression analysis,
social anxiety was not significantly related to non-social tasks β = .01, t(90) = 0.16, p = .88.
Hiring decision was also not significantly related to performance in non-social tasks β =
.13, t(90) = 0.13 p = .768. The relationship between hiring decision and social task performance
did not significantly depend on the inclusion of social anxiety β = .04, t(89) = .28, p = .77.
Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported.
Hypothesis twelve stated that the strength of the relationship between applicants’ selfreported ratings of anxiety and the interviewer’s ratings of the applicants’ anxiety will depend on
the level of the applicants’ self-reported anxiety. Specifically sub-hypothesis twelve A stated that
the interviewer will accurately detect anxiety in applicants whom self-report high levels of
anxiety during the interview. Sub-hypothesis twelve B stated that the interviewer will not be
accurate in detecting anxiety in applicants whom self-report moderate levels anxiety during the
interview. Sub-hypothesis twelve C stated that the interviewer will accurately not detect anxiety
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in applicants whom self-report low levels of anxiety during the interview. These hypotheses were
examined using a curvilinear regression. See table 12 for regression results.
The independent variable was the applicants’ self-report for all anxiety types
and the interviewer’s evaluations of anxiety was the dependent variable. To calculate the
quadratic term, applicants’ self-report for all anxiety types was squared to create another
independent variable that was entered into the second step of the model. A significant linear
relationship between participants’ self-reported interview anxiety and interviewers’ ability to
detect anxiety was found β = .27, t(91) = .2.66, p = .009. However, there was no significant
quadratic relationship β = -.13, t(91) =-1.30, p = .196. Therefore, this hypothesis was not
supported.
Exploratory Analyses
Additional analyses were conducted to explore the following exploratory question: When
accounting for anxiety types, what percentage of the time does the interviewer make the correct
hiring decision? This question was analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics.
Specifically, this question was explored inferentially by examining the independent raters’ hiring
decisions and by anxiety type with task performance as the outcome variable. Then a chi-square
test statistic was used to determine the accuracy of interviewer’s judgments. Task performance
was divided into three equal categories: low performance, average performance, and high
performance. Hiring decision was also divided into three categories: both independent raters
recommended not hiring the applicant, one independent rater recommended hiring the applicant,
or both independent raters recommended hiring the applicant.

Table 8
Interview Performance and Task Performance with Trait Anxiety Moderation

Model 1
B

Model 2

β

SE B

t

Sig.

B

β

SE B

t

Sig.

Interview Performance

0.069

0.207

0.035

0.333

0.74

0.085

0.21

0.043

0.407

0.685

Trait Anxiety

0.207

0.207

0.105

1.002

0.319

0.193

0.209

0.098

0.923

0.359

0.124

0.236

0.057

0.527

0.599

InterviewPerform X TraitAnx
R2

0.012

F for change in R2

0.012

0.015
0.577

0.003

0.599

Table 9
Trait Anxiety and Task Performance with Hiring Decision as a Moderator
Model 1
B
Trait Anxiety
HiringDecision(Dummy)

SE B

β

Model 2
t

Sig.

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

0.203

0.209

0.103

0.968

0.335

0.387

0.288

0.196

1.343

0.183

-0.048

0.422

-0.012

-0.114

0.909

-0.042

0.422

-0.011

-0.099

0.921

-0.391

0.419

-0.135

-0.932

0.354

TraitXHire
Note: R2 for model 1 = .011; R2 for model 2 = .021
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Table 10
Interview Anxiety and Task Performance with Hiring Decision as a Moderator
Model 1
B

SE B

Interview Anxiety

0.106
HiringDecision(Dummy) 0.035

Model 2

β

t

Sig.

0.222

0.054

0.477 0.635

0.448

-0.009

-0.078 0.938

InterviewAnxXHire
2

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

0.332 0.329

0.168

1.008

0.316

0.002

0.45

0.001

0.005

0.996

-0.415 0.446

-0.149

-0.931

0.354

2

Note: R for model 1 = .011; R for model 2 = .021

Table 11
Social Anxiety and Task Performance with Hiring Decision as a Moderator

Model 1
B

SE B

Model 2

β

t

Sig.

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

Social Anxiety

-0.033 0.215

-0.017

-0.155

0.877

0.027 0.303

0.014

0.088

0.93

HiringDecision(Dummy)

-0.128 0.434

-0.032

-0.295

0.768

-0.124 0.437

-0.031

-0.283

0.778

-0.123 0.433

-0.043

-0.284

0.777

SocialAnxXHire
Note: R2 for model 1 = .001; R2 for model 2 = .002
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Table 12
Testing Curvilinear Relationship of Interview Anxiety on Interviewers’ Ability to Detect Anxiety

Model 1
B
Interview Anxiety

SE B

0.264

0.099

β
0.27

Quadratic Interview Anx
2

Model 2
t
2.661

Sig.
0.009

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

0.262

0.099

0.268

2.652

0.009

-0.095

0.073

-0.132

-1.304

0.196

2

Note: R for model 1 = .073; R for model 2 = .090

57

58
See table 13 for percentages of each decision type. Out or 93 applicants, the correct
decision was made for 26 (28%) applicants. Out of 93 applicants, the incorrect decision was
made for 74 (80%) of applicants. Specifically, in 20 (22%) out of 93 cases, future performance
was underestimated and the applicant was not hired. In 47 (51%) out of 93 cases, future
performance was overestimated with the applicant being hired and performing below average.
This question was examined using a chi-square analysis. There was no significant association
between hiring decision and level of task performance X(4) =2.04, p = 0.73. This means that
hiring decision was not associated with later task performance. Therefore, the prediction behind
this exploratory question was not supported.
Table 13
Cross Tabulation of Interview Decision and Task Performance Level
Job Task Performance
Raters' Hiring
Decision

Low
Performance

Average Performance

High
Performance

Not hired

4 (4.30%)

4 (4.30%)

6 (6.45%)

Selected by one rater

8 (8.60%)

7 (7.52%)

10 (10.75%)

18 (19.35%)

21 (22.58%)

15 (16.13%)

Hired

The lack of direct influence of anxiety onto task performance was further explored.
Specifically, an exploratory analysis sought to determine if the combined effects of trait anxiety,
interview anxiety, and social anxiety would influence task performance. This exploratory
question was tested using multiple regression. The anxiety types were combined into one
variable as the independent variable and task performance served as the dependent variable. See
table 14 for regression results. The results of the regression showed that combining the effects of
trait anxiety, interview anxiety, and social anxiety did not significantly influence task
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performance , β = .147, t(88) = 0.967, p = .33. Thus, the prediction for this exploratory analysis
was not supported.
An additional analysis sought to explore more on how the social task may have been
related to social anxiety. During the social task, there were two key points in the instructions in
which most participants would need to ask questions in order to draw the correct lines. These
two points in the instructions were identified and participants were coded on whether they
achieved the correct response or did not get the correct response. It could be suggested that a
participant with social anxiety would be less likely to ask questions at this point and would be
more likely to get an incorrect response. Therefore, the following research question was put
forth: Is social anxiety related to getting the correct response in cases that require requesting for
further instruction? This exploratory research question was tested using a logistic regression with
social anxiety as the independent variable and the response (correct or incorrect) as the
dependent variable. According to the logistic regression, social anxiety did not predict
participants’ ability to get the correct answer in the social task b = 0.075, Wald χ2(1) = 2.4, p =
0.722. Therefore, the prediction behind this exploratory question was not supported.

Table 14
Regression Using Composite of All Anxiety Types to Predict Task Performance

Model 1

Model 2

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

B

SE B

β

t

Sig.

Interview Anxiety

0.11

0.295

0.056

0.373

0.71

0.032

0.306

0.016

0.104

0.917

Trait Anxiety

37707.88

29931.87

0.191

1.26

0.211

27716.19

31676.21

0.14

0.875

0.384

Social Anxiety

-0.35

0.314

-0.178

-1.114

0.268

-0.409

0.32

-0.207

-1.277

0.205

10562.11

10924.8

0.147

0.967

0.336

AllAnxiety
R2

0.025

F for change in R2

0.751

0.035
0.525

0.935

0.336
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine if anxiety during an interview could be an
indication of lower on-the-job task performances for applicants who appear anxious during
interviews compared to applicants who do not appear anxious. A secondary purpose of this study
was to understand the types of anxiety that influence interview performance and job task
performance. Gaining a better understanding of the relationship between anxiety during the
interview and the influence of anxiety on work tasks could assist interviewers in making better
predictions about future applicant performance. In this study, the results showed that interview
anxiety was predictive of lower interview performance, but not lower task performance. This
suggests that anxiety during an interview may not be a good indicator of future performance on
the job.
Overall, the results of this study replicated the findings of past studies with anxiety
during the interview being associated with lower interview performance and lower evaluations
from interviewers (Ayers, 1989; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Schmidt, 2007). This study
expanded on the types of anxiety experienced during interviews and revealed a significant
relationship between interview-specific anxiety and important interview outcomes. Interviewspecific anxiety was significantly related to interview outcomes whereas social anxiety and trait
anxiety were not.
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This study also delved further into understanding how anxiety during the employment
interview relates to task performance. Taken together, the hypotheses explored in this study did
not find any direct connection between anxiety during the interview and later task performance.
This may be good news for applicants who tend to experience anxiety during interviews;
however, more research will be needed to determine if this findings is generalizable to a larger
variety of contexts and tasks. A deeper examination of the relationship between interviewer
evaluations of applicant anxiety and task performance revealed that trait anxiety moderated this
relationship, but not in the predicted way. I had expected that the proposed negative relationship
between interviewer evaluations of anxiety and task performance would be enhanced when trait
anxiety was high. The finding was unexpected, with participants who were high on trait anxiety
and evaluated as having high anxiety by the interviewer outperforming all other groups of
participants in the work tasks.
The accuracy of interviewers’ hiring decisions and evaluations of applicant anxiety were
examined. The results showed that interviewers were accurate in detecting applicant anxiety and
that they became increasingly accurate when participants were experiencing higher levels of
anxiety. Independent raters made the determination of whether to hire applicants or not and it
was revealed that there was no significant relationship between hiring decision and task
performance. The results of each hypothesis are explored in more detail in the following
paragraphs.
Hypothesis one predicted that applicants who report higher levels of a) interview anxiety,
b) trait anxiety, or, c) social anxiety will perform less well in the job interview. This hypothesis
was partially supported with interview anxiety being significantly related to interview
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performance whereas trait anxiety and social anxiety were not significantly related to interview
performance. Interview anxiety was negatively related to interview performance. These findings
support results from McCarthy and Goffin (2004) who found a negative relationship between
interview anxiety and employment interview performance (r = -.31). It was surprising that there
was not a significant relationship between all anxiety types and interview performance. The lack
of relationship between trait anxiety and interview performance was especially surprising given
that previous research has found a negative relationship between trait anxiety and receiving a call
back for an interview (Cook et al., 2000). This finding may be explained by the similarity in
context between the interview anxiety measure and the interview situation. In comparison, social
anxiety and trait anxiety had less connection to interview performance because those types of
anxiety are less specific to the interview situation. This same finding was demonstrated in test
taking performance. A study by Sarason (1975) found that a specific test anxiety measure was
more predictive of tester performance than general trait anxiety measures. Overall the finding
that interview anxiety is negatively correlated with interview performance is in line with findings
from previous research with anxiety being negatively to interview performance (Ayers, 1989;
McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; and Schmidt, 2007). However, it is important to note while interview
anxiety could be indicative of trait tendencies such as neuroticism, interview anxiety should not
be used as evidence of trait anxiety (Huffcutt et al. (2011).
Hypotheses two examined the influence of trait anxiety and interview anxiety in overall
task performance. Specifically, hypothesis two stated that applicants’ self-reported ratings of trait
anxiety will be more predictive of their task performance than their self-reported ratings of
interview anxiety. This hypothesis was not supported; neither trait anxiety nor interview anxiety
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had a significant relationship with task performance. This is contrary to Eysenck et al., (2007)
who found that anxiety negatively affects attention controls, which in turn, negatively influence
performance in a variety of tasks. The lack of significant findings in this hypothesis may reflect a
legitimate lack of significant influence of anxiety on the tasks performed in this experiment. This
means that interview anxiety and trait anxiety during an interview may not predict lower
performance on certain jobs. However, it is important to note that only three tasks were used to
test performance; therefore, there may be tasks that will be related to reported trait anxiety and
interview anxiety.
The lack of direct influence of anxiety on task performance was further explored.
Specifically, and exploratory analysis sought to determine if the combined effects of trait
anxiety, interview anxiety, and social anxiety would influence task performance. Therefore, this
means that even with the influence of all anxiety types, there was not a significant relationship
between anxiety and task performance. This lack of relationship between anxiety and during the
interview and task performance indicates that interviewers who are influenced by perceptions of
applicant anxiety may make the wrong decisions when considering which applicants to hire. The
exploratory hypotheses in accuracy of hiring decisions supported the assertion that interviewers
were less likely to hire anxious applicants; however, many of those applicants went on to
perform the tasks as well as applicants who were less anxious during the interview. Ultimately,
this means that applicant anxiety may be leading interviewers to make incorrect assumptions
about applicants’ ability to perform on the job.
Hypothesis three through five examined the influence of different anxiety types on a
specific social task. Hypothesis three predicted that applicants with higher self-reported ratings
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of social anxiety will have a poorer social task performance compared to applicants with lower
levels of self-reported ratings of social anxiety. This hypothesis was not supported, as social
anxiety was not related to performance in the social task. Hypothesis four stated that applicants’
self-reported ratings of interview anxiety will be more predictive of their social task performance
than their task performance on the clerical task or the creativity task. Interview anxiety was not
significantly related to the social task; therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. Hypothesis
five stated that applicants’ self-reported ratings of social anxiety will be more predictive of their
social task performance than their self-reported ratings of interview anxiety. Social anxiety was
not significantly related to the social task and interview anxiety was not significantly related to
the social task. Therefore this hypothesis was not supported.
In contrast to the findings from hypotheses three through five, past research has found
that social anxiety relates to performance in a variety of social tasks (Ayers & Crosby, 1995;
Rapee & Heimburg, 1997; Woody, 1996). These hypotheses were based on the relationship
between anxiety and concern with evaluation in the social task. The social task presented a
situation in which participants experiencing anxiety related to evaluations may result in “choking
under pressure” (Beilock, Kulp, Holt, and Carr, 2004). However, there did not seem to be a
relationship between any of the investigated anxiety types and the social task.
In research by Woody (1996), participants who were experiencing social anxiety
performed less well on a public speech task. The speech task in the Woody (1996) study is more
similar to the interview task than the social task in the present study. Ultimately interviews and
speeches are scored by raters, whereas the social task in this study was scored based on the
attainment of correct responses. It may be that performance decrements due to social anxiety
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only occur when there is a socio-evaluative component to the ratings. However in contrast with
this idea, in the present study, social anxiety was not significantly related to interview
performance.
An additional test was conducted to see if social anxiety was a predictor of participants’
willingness to ask for further clarification of instructions in the social task. However, this test did
not show any significant influence of social anxiety on asking for clarification in the social task.
Based on the findings from the hypothesis test and the additional exploratory test, it is still yet to
be determined if the general social tasks are unrelated to social anxiety, or if the work context in
this experiment interfered with the potential relationship between social anxiety and social task
performance. This was an untested task that involved social interaction; however, there may have
been may other variables that influenced scores on the social task. For example ACT scores were
predictive of social task performance so there may have been an influence of general cognitive or
verbal abilities. As far as the influence of social anxiety on task performance, it is unclear what
role social anxiety may play. Another point to note is that while social anxiety may not affect
work task performance directly, social anxiety may instead impact work relationships that will
later influence career trajectory.
Hypothesis six predicted that interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors will be
negatively related to overall interview performance. This hypothesis was supported with
interviewers’ detection of anxiety behaviors significantly predicting scores on the interview
performance. Several studies have found that the presence of anxiety was negatively related to
important outcomes such as performance ratings, call backs, and job offers (Ayers, 1989; Cook
et al., 2000, McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Schmidt, 2007). However, Huffcutt et al. (2011)
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suggested that applicants may not be penalized directly for appearing anxious, but that their
interview performance may suffer as a result of anxiety and they may be subsequently rated
lower than non-anxious applicants. In this study it is difficult to determine whether the anxiety
behaviors are the cause of lower interview performance or if these anxiety behaviors co-occur
with other behaviors that lower interview performance ratings. For example, Cook et al. (2000)
found that anxious interviewees were more inhibited and less favorable in their self-presentation
styles.
Hypothesis seven stated that the relationship between interviewers’ evaluations of anxiety
and task performance will depend on the level of trait anxiety experienced during the interview,
such that the relationship will be stronger when trait anxiety is higher compared to when trait
anxiety is lower. The prediction was that trait anxiety tends to be an enduring characteristic that
is more likely to influence outcomes in a variety of situations (Eysenck, 1992). The test of this
hypothesis revealed a significant interaction with trait anxiety moderating the relationship
between interviewers’ evaluations of participant anxiety and the participant’s task performance.
Specifically, the results showed that participants who were evaluated as having high anxiety
during the interview performed significantly better in the work task if they reported having low
trait anxiety. One explanation of these results may be that participants with high trait anxiety
may have only experienced more anxiety if they cared about performing well in the interview
and if they cared about performing well in the interview, more than likely, they also cared about
performing well in their work tasks. An alternative explanation may be that applicants who have
high trait anxiety have adapted to coping with pervasive anxiety; thus, they were able to perform
at high levels despite the presence of anxiety. In contrast, participants with low levels of trait
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anxiety may be less adapted to coping with anxiety and when they experienced anxiety during
the interview and the work tasks, it interfered more with their performance.
Hypothesis eight stated that the relationship between applicants’ interview performance
and task performance will depend on the type of anxiety experienced during the interview, such
that applicants high on trait anxiety will have lower performances in both the interview and the
task. There was no significant interaction between interview performance and trait anxiety on
task performance. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. This hypothesis may not have
been supported because while anxiety may play a role in interview performance, a variety of
other factors may also influence both interview performance and task performance. One of the
factors that may have been most influential in interview anxiety was the presence of another
person actively evaluating the applicant during the interview, whereas during the job tasks
participants completed the non-social tasks in alone and the social task was completed with less
of a focus on evaluation compared to the interview context. Finally, this study previously found
that a significant moderating effect of trait anxiety in the relationship between interviewer
evaluations of anxiety and task performance. However given that this hypothesis was not
significant, this could mean that in some cases interviewers did not perceive lower performance
even despite their detection of an applicant’s anxiety during the interview. This is supported by
Huffcutt et al. (2011), who stated that because interviewers expect some anxiety during
interviews, they are less likely to penalize applicants directly for anxiety.
Hypotheses nine through eleven examined the relationship between hiring decision and
the three types of reported anxiety: trait anxiety, interview anxiety, and social anxiety.
Hypothesis nine stated that the relationship between hiring decision and performance will be
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stronger for applicants who are lower in trait anxiety than those high in trait anxiety. The
relationship between hiring decision and performance did not significantly depend on the
inclusion of trait anxiety. Hypothesis ten stated that the relationship between hiring decision and
performance will be stronger for applicants lower in interview anxiety than those high in
interview anxiety. The relationship between hiring decision and performance did not
significantly depend on the inclusion of interview anxiety. Hypothesis eleven stated the
relationship between hiring decision and performance will be stronger for applicants lower in
social anxiety than those higher in social anxiety in the non-social tasks. The relationship
between hiring decision and social task performance did not significantly depend on the
inclusion of social anxiety. Therefore, hypotheses that suggested the inclusion of anxiety with
hiring decision would help predict performance were not supported.
Given the nature of trait anxiety being a more enduring characteristic, it was theorized
that high levels of trait anxiety would interfere with the relationship between hiring decision and
performance. In contrast interview anxiety was specific to the interview situation; therefore, it
was expected to affect interview performance, but not task performance. Social anxiety was
expected to affect the interview performance and the social task, but not the other tasks.
However, similarly to research by Santos and Eysenck (2005), the social task was not
significantly related to social anxiety. The trait anxiety and social anxiety hypotheses may not
have been supported because of the lack of influence of trait anxiety and social anxiety on
interview performance. It may be that trait anxiety and social anxiety were not specific enough to
either the interview situation or task performance. In contrast, interview anxiety replicated
findings from other studies because it was significantly related to the interview performance
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(Huffcutt et al., 2011), but not task performance. It may be that an anxiety measure that examines
anxiety related to task performance could apply to both interview performance and job task
performance.
Hypothesis twelve stated that the strength of the relationship between applicants’ selfreported ratings of anxiety and the interviewer’s ratings of the applicants’ anxiety will depend on
the level of the applicants’ self-reported anxiety. The relationship of self-reported ratings of
anxiety and interviewer ratings of applicants’ anxiety did not follow the quadratic prediction.
Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. This hypothesis may not have been supported
because of a restriction in the range of self-reported anxiety. Instead there was a significant linear
association between applicants’ self-reported ratings of anxiety and the interviewer’s ratings of
the applicants’ anxiety. This hypothesis may have not been supported because there were few
applicants with extremely high levels of anxiety during the interview portion of this study
because the situation was low-stakes for the applicants- they had nothing to gain and nothing to
lose based on their interview performance. This may be supported by McCarthy and Goffin
(2004), who suggested that interviewers are likely to only detect extreme levels of anxiety during
the interview as opposed to low levels or moderate levels of anxiety during the interview.
Additional analyses were conducted to explore the following exploratory question: When
accounting for anxiety types, what percentage of the time does the interviewer make the correct
hiring decision? Out or 93 applicants, the correct decision was made for 27% applicants and the
incorrect decision was made for 73% of applicants. In addition to these descriptive findings, a
chi-square test found that hiring decision was not related to task performance on the job. This
means that hiring decision was not associated with later task performance. Therefore, this
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hypothesis was not supported. Interviewers were not good predictors of applicants’ future
performance based on their interview performance. However, this findings is not surprising
given that past research has found the correlation between interview performance and on the job
performance to be uncorrelated (Lievens, Harris, Van Keer, & Bisqueret, 2003) as well as other
studies that have found low significant correlations up to .21 depending on the performance
criterion and the amount of structure in the interview (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; McDaniel,
Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994).

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
This study has attempted to further research on the connection between anxiety during
employment interviews and subsequent task performance; however, the present study is not
without limitations. Many hypotheses have been tested, but many questions still remain.
The conclusions of this study must be hedged because the hypotheses suggesting that anxiety
would affect performance in the tasks were not supported. Moreover, these tasks may have been
lacking in ecological validity as the context and demands of the task were very different from the
context and demands of a job. While it may be suggested that anxiety may not greatly impact
task performance in this context, there are a variety of other work contexts that have yet to be
studied for the impact of anxiety on performance. This limitation is evidenced by mixed findings
on the influence of anxiety on performance (Darke, 1988; Derakshan & Eysenck, 1998; Ikeda,
Iwanaga, & Seiwa, 1996; Tsai & Li, 2012; Wilson et al., 2006). Another concern with
interpreting the results is that the interviewer and experimenter for the work tasks were different
people. This may have been beneficial in creating separation, but it may have reduced anxiety
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because participants may have felt more comfortable with the experimenter compared to the
interviewer.
This study found that anxiety behaviors were related to lower interview performance.
However, questions still remain about whether anxiety behaviors influence interviewers to give
lower ratings of anxious applicants, or if anxious applicants actually perform less well in the
interview due to anxiety, or if it is a combination of anxiety behaviors and actual lower
performance that influence interviewers to rate anxious applicants lower. One study found that
anxiety behaviors translated to lower ratings for applicants (Farina et al., 1978), but did not
examine how performance may factor into ratings. Future research should isolate interview
performance and interview anxiety behaviors to find the source of information that interviewers
use when giving anxious applicants lower interview scores. One way to gain a better
understanding of the processes that interviewers use would be by gathering open-ended
responses in which interviewers explain their evaluation process for each applicant interviewed.
This would provide a starting point for understanding interviewers’ processes in evaluation.
Further studies could determine which interview anxiety behaviors are the most influential on
interviewer evaluations by controlling all aspects of an interview with the exception of the
presence of a particular interview anxiety behavior.
The lack of predictive accuracy from interview performance indicates that interviewers
may have needed to ask questions that related more closely to the tasks. One of the questions did
address the applicants’ ability to take directions and ask questions, but this may not have been
enough information for interviewers to accurately predict applicant performance. Therefore,
while the interview questions were typical questions that may be used in a real-life job interview,
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they were not validated to be predictive of job performance in these specific tasks. The questions
used for the interview in the present study were selected to be relatable to the work tasks that
would be later performed, but there was no validation in the design process. Future studies could
first validate the relationship between interview questions and task performance.
Finally this study was a lab study, therefore the interview performance and task
performance were not consequential to participants. In post-experiment feedback form
participants did report feeling anxious during the interview and during some of the tasks.
However, the interview situation and task performance may not generalize to workplace
interviews and tasks. Future studies should examine applicant performance in interviews for real
jobs and compare their later task performance on the job.
Conclusions
This study found the expected relationships between interview anxiety, interviewers’
detection of anxiety behaviors, and performance ratings of applicants. These findings have real
consequences with applicants who are experiencing interview anxiety receiving lower interview
scores. However, it seems that these lower scores are unfounded in actual performance measures
on job tasks. Task performance was not related to interview performance or interview anxiety
measures, trait anxiety, interview anxiety, or social anxiety. This finding implies that when
interviewers perceive an applicant as anxious, the interviewer is likely to give the applicant
lower scores on the interview. However, in this study, there was no connection between
interview anxiety or interview performance on task performance. Therefore, if an interviewer
allows for applicant anxiety to influence their decision, they may be making a decision based on
information that would be inconsequential to task performance on the job. When interview
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decisions are made based on inaccurately biased information such as interview anxiety,
potentially good applicants may be passed over for hiring. In this study, hiring decisions were
not predictive of performance on job tasks. Granted there are a variety of variables that factor
into interviews and job performance; therefore, the relationship between interview anxiety and
task performance should continue to be studied using a variety of interview and tasks contexts.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

All anxiety types- This refers to all of the participants’ self-rated anxiety scores: Interview
anxiety, Social anxiety, and Trait Anxiety.
Clerical Task Performance- Refers to participants’ score on a clerical task, which entails
finding transcription errors in home address labels.
Creative Task Performance- Refers to participants’ score on a creative uses task which entails
coming up with unique uses for everyday items.
Anxiety Behaviors- This refers to the independent raters’ evaluation of applicants’ external
signs of anxiety including: The raters will use the form to rate the extent of the following
behaviors: avoided eye contact, fidgeted, smiled a lot, talking a lot, hesitation and pauses, and
blushed.
Hiring decision- This refers to whether independent raters selected yes or no for the hiring
decision on applicants.
Independent rater evaluations of anxiety- This refers to the independent raters’ responses to a
question about applicants’ anxiety in general.
Interview Anxiety- This is the participants’ self-rated anxiety score from the Measure of
Anxiety in Selection Interview (MASI) by McCarthy and Goffin (2004).
Interview performance- as rated by independent raters on the evaluation sheet. This includes
questions about confidence in hiring and questions about the applicants’ qualifications.
Social Anxiety–This is the participants’ self-rated anxiety score from the social interaction
anxiety scale was developed to measure social anxiety disorders (Mattick & Clarke, 1998).
Social Task Performance-Refers to the participants’ score on a social task which entails
constructing a drawing using only the dotted paper and the experimenters’ instructions. The
participants will be encouraged to ask clarification questions.
Trait Anxiety- This is the participants’ self-rated anxiety score from the Trait Anxiety Inventory
developed by Spielberger (1983).
Task Performance-This refers to the combined scores on all tasks: Clerical Task, Creativity
Task, and Social Task.
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Informed Consent
This sheet provides information on the two separate studies that you have the opportunity to
participate in today. The purpose of the first study is to test potential interview questions for hiring NIU
student workers. The first study will involve filling out some short personality surveys and participation
in a short video-recorded interview.
The next study will involve participation in three short tasks to determine your thinking style. According
to previous research, different people tend to have different thinking styles that affect how they
approach different tasks. The tasks will involve finding errors in text, using creativity, and drawing a
picture.
Risks: Some questionnaire items ask about sensitive information. Specifically, some of the questions
may ask about feelings of anxiety during interview situations. Participants may also experience distress
or discomfort during the cognitive tasks. If you feel upset during or after the study, the researcher can
provide information for a counseling agency in the area.
Benefits: Direct benefits include an increased understanding of research methods through exposure to
the informed consent process, study design, and debriefing.
Participation in both studies will take about an hour. All of your information collected in these studies
will be confidential. Your participating in these studies is voluntary. Although there are no foreseeable
risks associated with participating in these studies, you are free to decline participation at any time
during this study without penalty or prejudice. If you decide that you wish to participate in this study,
please complete the form below and return it to the experimenter. If you have any questions or
concerns about any part of this study, please feel free to contact Dr. Lisa Finkelstein at 815-753-0439.
You may also contact the NIU Office of Research Compliance at 815-753-8588 if you have any questions
about your rights as a participant.
I understand the procedures and requirements of this study and I consent to participate.
Signature of Participant:_________________________________ Date:_______________
Experimenter:__________________________________________ Date: _______________

I consent to be video recorded during a brief interview about my work experience and skills.
Signature of Participant:_________________________________ Date:_______________
Experimenter:__________________________________________ Date: _______________
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Script
Set-up:
The camera: Make sure that the participant’s face will be in view
The interviewer script: It should be placed on the clipboard, on the table, in front of the interviewer
chair. Have a pen readily accessible.
Welcome to the research lab. Are you here for the Interview and Thinking Styles Studies? I’m (your
name). Today you will be doing two short studies in one session.
You’ll be doing the first study over here. (Lead participant over to interview room).
This first study will be used for determining the best responses for students who are interviewing for
student worker positions at NIU. Here’s an informed consent sheet that will provide more details
about today’s research studies. (Give participant informed consent).
Please read it and sign if you agree to participate and be video recorded. (Collect informed consent).
First, here are some surveys that ask about your personality and attitudes towards job interviews for
you to fill out. Please fill out all of the surveys and let me know when you have finished. (Give Trait
Anxiety, Interview Anxiety, and Social Anxiety surveys to participant.) When the participant has finished,
move on to the next step.
Now you will be participating in an interview that will be used to test potential questions for an NIU
student worker program. The interview will be video-recorded to assess the utility of each question.
Please answer the interview questions to the best of your ability. The interview should take about five
minutes.
Are you ready to begin the interview? (When the participant indicates that they are ready, make sure
camera is on then sit down and ask the first question. Allow participant time to answer each question.
Control subtle cues

1. What are some of your hobbies and interests?
A: That’s interesting.

2. Tell me about your previous work experience.
A: Okay

3. What are your strengths?
A: Alright

4. And what would you say are some of your weaknesses?
A: I see
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5. How do you perform in tasks that require giving and taking instructions?
(Nod at the end of their response)
After the participant has finished answering the last question, ask: Do you have anything you want to
add?
When participant finishes anything that they wanted to add or they indicate that they have nothing to
add, turn off and point camera away then say:
Okay, that concludes the interview.
Now that you completed the first study, there is one more short study for you to complete for credit.
Please wait here while the materials are prepared for this next study.
(Five minutes later) The remaining script is performed by a different experimenter (not the interviewer)
Are you ready for the next study?
According to previous research, different people tend to have different thinking styles that affect how
they approach different tasks. These thinking styles include Synthesizers, Realistic Thinkers, and
Analytic Thinkers. To determine your thinking style, you will perform 3 short tasks for this study.
For the first task, you will be comparing formatted addresses to a master list to check for transcription
errors. When you find an error on the formatted address, circle the information with the error. For
example, if one number is off in the zipcode, circle the entire zip code. In the same way, if part of a
first name is misspelled, circle the entire first name. The goal of this task is to find as many errors as
you can in five minutes. Do you have any questions?
Give participant sheet with master list of addresses and formatted addresses sheet plus a red pen. You
may begin (start timer)
When 5 minutes has passed. Okay, it’s time for the next task.
For this task, you will have three minutes to write down every potential use for the two objects on the
worksheet. More creative answers are encouraged. (Give participant creative uses tasks). If you run out
of space, you can continue writing at the bottom of the page. Do you have any questions? You may
begin whenever you are ready. (Start timer)
After 3 minutes has passed. Okay, it’s time for the final task.
For this final task, you will construct a drawing using only verbal instructions and this dot paper.
(Hand participant dot paper and a pencil). The objective of this task is to draw the picture as
accurately as possible. Listening carefully and asking questions will be very important to your success
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in this task. I will repeat the instructions as many times as you request and you are encouraged to ask
questions for clarification. The only catch is that there is a time limit of 8 minutes.
For each instruction, remember to count the dot you begin with. For example, if I say 4 dots over and
two dots down (show on the paper).
Remember that you are encouraged to ask questions. I can answer questions about directions of the
dots and shapes, but I cannot answer questions like, “Is this right?” So be sure to ask specific
questions.
Do you have any questions? We can begin whenever you are ready.
(When participant indicates that they are ready, start the timer). Follow instructions on the social
drawing task.
After 8 minutes has passed, tell the participant. This concludes the research study tasks. Here is a
debriefing form that will give you more details about this research study. (Give debriefing form) Do
you have any questions? (Answer any questions.) Thank you for participating in this study.
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Trait Anxiety Inventory
INSTRUCTIONS: A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves
are given below. Read each statement and then write the number in the blank at the end of the
statement that indicates how you generally feel. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend
too much time on any one statement but give the answer which seems to describe your present
feelings best.
1 = not at all
2 = somewhat
3 = moderately so
4 = very much so
1. I feel pleasant ____
2. I feel nervous and restless ____
3. I feel satisfied with myself ____
4. I wish I could be as happy as others seem to be ____
5. I feel like a failure ____
6. I feel rested ____
7. I am “calm‚ cool‚ and collected” ____
8. I feel that difficulties are piling up so that I cannot overcome them ____
9. I worry too much over something that really doesn’t matter ____
10. I am happy ____
11. I have disturbing thoughts ____
12. I lack self-confidence ____
13. I feel secure ____
14. I make decisions easily ____
15. I feel inadequate _____
16. I am content ____
17. Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and bothers me ____
18. I take disappointments so keenly that I can’t put them out of my mind ____
19. I am a steady person ____
20. I get in a state of tension or turmoil as I think over my recent concerns and interests ____
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Interview Anxiety Measure
INSTRUCTIONS: A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves
are given below. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one statement
but give the answer which seems to describe your feelings during an interview.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

2. I get so anxious while taking job interviews
that I have trouble answering questions that I
know.

1

2

3

4

5

3. During job interviews, I often can't think of a
thing to say.

1

2

3

4

5

4. I feel that my verbal communication skills are
strong.
5. During job interviews I find it hard to
understand what the interviewer is asking me.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

6. I find it easy to communicate my personal
accomplishments during a job interview.

1

2

3

4

5

7. I often feel uneasy about my appearance
when I am being interviewed for a job.

1

2

3

4

5

8. Before a job interview I am so nervous that I
spend an excessive amount of time on my
appearance.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

CHARACTERISTIC
1. I become so apprehensive in job interviews
that I am unable to express my thoughts clearly.

9. In job interviews, I worry that the
interviewer will focus on what I consider to be
my least attractive physical features.

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

10. If I do not look my absolute best in a job
interview, I find it very hard to be relaxed.

1

2

3

4

Strongly
Agree 5

11. I feel uneasy if my hair is not perfect when I
walk into a job interview.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

19. In job interviews, I get very nervous about
whether my performance is good enough.

1

2

3

4

5

20. I am overwhelmed by thoughts of doing
poorly when I am in job interview situations.

1

2

3

4

5

21. I worry that my job interview performance
will be lower than that of other applicants.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

CHARACTERISTIC

12. During a job interview, I worry about
whether I have dressed appropriately.
13. While taking a job interview, I become
concerned that the interviewer will perceive me
as socially awkward.
14. I become very uptight about having to
socially interact with the job interviewer.
15. I get afraid about what kind of personal
impression I am making on job interviewers.
16. During a job interview, I worry that my
actions will not be considered socially
appropriate.
17. I worry about whether job interviewers will
like me as a person.
18. When meeting a job interviewer, I worry
that my handshake will not be correct.

22. During a job interview, I am so troubled by
thoughts of failing that my performance is
reduced.

1

Agree
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CHARACTERISTIC

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

23. During a job interview, I worry about what
will happen if I don't get the job.

1

2

3

4

5

24. While taking a job interview, I worry about
whether I am a good candidate for the job.

1

2

3

4

5

25. During job interviews, my hands shake.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

26. My heartbeat is faster than usual during job
interviews.
27.
27 It is hard for me to avoid fidgeting during a
job interview.
28. Job interviews often make me perspire (e.g.,
sweaty palms and underarms).
29. My mouth gets very dry during job
interviews.
30. I often feel sick to my stomach when I am
interviewed for a job.
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Social Interaction Anxiety Scale
Instructions: For each item, please circle the number to indicate the degree to which you feel the statement
is characteristic or true for you. The rating scale is as follows:
0

=

Not at all characteristic or true of me.

1

=

Slightly characteristic or true of me.

2

=

Moderately characteristic or true of me.

3

=

Very characteristic or true of me.

4

=

Extremely characteristic or true of me.

CHARACTERISTIC

NOT
AT ALL

SLIGHTLY MODERATELY

VERY

EXTREMELY

1. I get nervous if I have to speak with someone in
authority (teacher, boss, etc.).

0

1

2

3

4

2. I have difficulty making eye contact with others.

0

1

2

3

4

3. I become tense if I have to talk about myself or my
feelings.

0

1

2

3

4

4. I find it difficult to mix comfortably with the
people I work with.

0

1

2

3

4

5. I find it easy to make friends my own age.

0

1

2

3

4

6. I tense up if I meet an acquaintance in the street.

0

1

2

3

4

7. When mixing socially, I am uncomfortable.

0

1

2

3

4

8. I feel tense if I am alone with just one other person.

0

1

2

3

4

9. I am at ease meeting people at parties, etc.

0

1

2

3

4

10. I have difficulty talking with other people.

0

1

2

3

4

11. I find it easy to think of things to talk about.

0

1

2

3

4

12. I worry about expressing myself in case I appear
awkward.

0

1

2

3

4

13. I find it difficult to disagree with another’s point of
view.

0

1

2

3

4

14. I have difficulty talking to attractive persons of the
opposite sex.

0

1

2

3

4

15. I find myself worrying that I won’t know what to say
in social situations.

0

1

2

3

4

16. I am nervous mixing with people I don’t know well.

0

1

2

3

4

17. I feel I’ll say something embarrassing when talking.

0

1

2

3

4

18. When mixing in a group, I find myself worrying I
will be ignored.

0

1

2

3

4

19. I am tense mixing in a group.

0

1

2

3

4

20. I am unsure whether to greet someone I know only
slightly.

0

1

2

3

4
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Interview Questions

(Introductions- see experimenter script)

1. What are some of your hobbies and interests?
2. Tell me about your previous work experience.
3. What are your strengths?
4. What are your weaknesses?
5. How do you perform in tasks that require giving and taking instructions?
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MASTER LIST

Address Task

You have in front of you two lists of addresses. On the Master Sheets, all of the information is
correct. Compare the Master sheets to the addresses on the other paper (formatted for label
printing). Try to find all the errors that have been transferred onto the label paper. On the
label paper, circle all errors you find.
Do not write on this page. Only write on the label paper.
Kristina H. Chung, 513 Oyster Point Rd, Newport News, VA 96731-0320
Paige H. Chen, 1244 S Park St, Madison, WI 28012-2810
Sherri E. Melton, PO Box 297, Groves, TX 91780-2039
Gretchen I. Hill, 2203 Hillsboro Ct, Aurora, IL 12202-1769
Karen U. Puckett, 2942 Heather Ln, Montgomery, IL 91107-1925
Patrick O. Song, 61 Central Hwy, Stony Point, NY 80634-7967
Elsie A. Hamilton, 2840 S Lowe Ave, Chicago, IL 32812-456
Hazel E. Bender, 919 W Washington St, Hagerstown, MD 30213-2474
Malcolm A. Wagner, 338 Laurier Rue, Laval, QC 60089-1661
Dolores C. McLaughlin, 665 Wellington Dr, Winder, GA, 60619-6518
Francis C. McNamara, 38197 Murrieta Creek Dr, Murrieta, CA 02053-1631
Linda E. Berthold, 9402 Bentridge Ave, Potomac, MD 20854-2870
Gregory E. Willis, 6258 Amesbury St, San Diego, CA 92114-6717
Patricia J. Culbreth, 8308 Fenway Rd, Bethesda, MD 20817-2733
Linda T. Freeman, 10 Wall St, Burlington, MA 01803-4749
Barbara J. Hacker, 3315 W Greenway Rd, Phoenix, AZ 85053-380
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MASTER LIST
Elizabeth K. Taylor, 1635 Camile Pl, Santa Ana, CA 92703-4401
Mary R. Salley, 121 Spring Garden Dr, Hutto, TX 78634-4015
Sylvia G. Branch, 753 Stillwater Ave, Ste 5, Bangor, ME 04401-3633
Jonathan L. Kohlmeier, 7154 Edinger Ave, Huntington Beach, CA 92647
Cynthia P. Rivera, 6131 Monterey Rd, Apt 1, Los Angeles, CA 90042-4328
Gene C. Clark, 12605 Beach Blvd, Stanton, CA 90680-4007
Robert L. Greco, 35657 Newark Blvd, Apt B, Newark, CA 94560-1868
Cathy J. Goulart, 2044 22nd St, San Pablo, CA 94806-3539
Barbara A. Willis, 4610 Penny Ave, Santa Ana, CA 92703-1219
William M. Thorsen, 4001 W Garden Grove Blvd, Orange, CA 92868-4821
Amparo H. Taylor, 7638 Barnhart Pl, Cupertino, CA 95014-5239
Amber S. Beck, 12542 Rosslare Dr, Houston, TX 77066-3241
Vickie M. Pappas, 3607 Golfview Dr, Mechanicsburg, PA 17050-2242
Terry S. Norwood, 110 Lightwood Ln, Rochester, NY 14606-3608
Susan R. Riggs, 7870 SE 171st Buchanan Pl, Lady Lake, FL 32162-8313
Craig M. Knoll, 29426 Christiana Way, Laguna Niguel, CA 92677-7939
Mary G. Brown, 11035 Heron Village Dr, Houston, TX 77064-4386
Patricia A. Peters, 6991 Petten Curv, Memphis, TN 38133-4878
Kelli T. Ward, 565 Atlanta South Pkwy, Atlanta, GA 30349-5958
Ruth D. Hanson, 1065 N Aviation Blvd, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-621
Carol R. Chambers, 3655 Millbranch Rd, Memphis, TN 38116-4817
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MASTER LIST
Jane S. Alongi, 12314 Ashford Place D, Sugar Land, TX 77478-6180
Jane P. Henderson, 6801 Northlake Mall Dr, Ste 199, Charlotte, NC 28216-0750
Jacob C. Race, 1055 N Capitol Ave, Apt 161, San Jose, CA 95133-2729
Ned N. Grau, 9225 Mira Mesa Blvd, Ste 103, San Diego, CA 92126-4810
Rebecca C. Sinegal, 2900 E Lincoln Ave, Anaheim, CA 92806-4043
Willy D. Martinez, 2752 Kollmar Dr, San Jose, CA 95127-4062
Paul D. Anderson, 2111 E Belt Line Rd, Richardson, TX 75081-3900
Misty M. Gale, 405 Fall Creek D, Richardson, TX 75080-2508
Laura J. Berg, 4610 Penny Ave, Santa Ana, CA 92703-1219
Pearl L. Hall, 3252 N 49th St, Pennsauken, NJ 08109-2120
Walter C. Collins, 2843 Sherman Ave, Camden, NJ 08105-4428
Donna L. Boone, 2832 Amerson Way, Ellenwood, GA 30294-3833
Thomas R. Hill, 5419 N Fairhill St, Philadelphia, PA 19120-2710
Lana M. Thomson, 554 S Bond St, Anaheim, CA 92805-4823
Germaine E. Campbell, 1817 Manaiki Pl, Honolulu, HI 96819-2813
Juana C. Waldron, 15251 Nordhoff St, North Hills, CA 91343-2249
Marilyn T. Champagne, 109 Shartom Dr, Augusta, GA 30907-4712
Thomas C. Chacon, 102 E Johnson St, Cary, NC 27513-4615
Deena T. Robertson, 1017 Murray Dr, Santa Maria, CA 93454-5512
Sam L. Stafford, 6320 Boca Del Mar Dr, Boca Raton, FL 33433-5735
Yolanda G. Brown, 3500 NW Boca Raton Blvd, Boca Raton, FL 33431-5851
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MASTER LIST
Ashley J. Hoskinson, 4411 Gardendale St, San Antonio, TX 78240-1194
Patrick L. Flanigan, 2317 Dickens Ave, Charlotte, NC 28208-381
Wallace G. Tabone, 12226 SE 259th Pl, Kent, WA 98030-8653
Henry C. Butler, 9105 Tyler Ave, Jacksonville, FL 32208-2356
Gladys M. Bishop, 18214 Via Calma, Rowland Heights, CA 91748-3350
Eric B. Sheley, 1604 Sierra Woods Dr, Reston, VA 20194-5623
Alvin M. Davila, 999 E Valley Blvd, Alhambra, CA 91801-0900
Patricia B. Mithani, 535 Pierce St, Apt 1206, Albany, CA 94706-1053
Kim M. Ebersole, 7326 Oakland Ave, Minneapolis, MN 55423-3226
Rosie B. Rineer, 144 Leland Ave, San Francisco, CA 94134-2806
Shirley K. Singletar, 3777 S Gessner Rd, Houston, TX 77063-5212
Lois N. Sanders, 393 Cattail Rd, Livingston Manor, NY 12758-6745
William G. Morrison, 2216 Cropsey Ave, Brooklyn, NY 11214-5608
William M. Eccles, 10 N Main St, Lamar, CO 81052-2576
Constance G. Martinez, 44 NE Third St, Ontario, OR 97914-2521
Patricia J. Mcdole, 401 Ashbourne Ave, Lindenwold, NJ 08021-2620
Rene J. Capriola, 1129 N Memorial Dr, Racine, WI 53404-3043
Larry A. Jenkins, 524 E Linden Ave, Lindenwold, NJ 08021-1521
Lora R. Irons, 4626 N Harlem Ave, Harwood Heights, IL 60706-4714
Lydia W. Purvis, 5441 Western Ave, Ste 2, Boulder, CO 80301-2733
James E. Matlock, 1201 Boynton Dr, Chattanooga, TN 37402-2144
Wendy T. Guerrero, 4701 Randolph Rd, Ste 103, Rockville, MD 20852-2260

Formatted Addresses
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Creative uses task
Instructions: Here’s a creativity task. For this task, write down all of the creative uses for a
building brick and carpentry nail that you can think of. Write down all of the unusual, creative,
and uncommon uses for this item.
ITEM: Building Brick

ITEM: Carpentry Nail

Creative Uses

Creative Uses

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

____________________________________

APPENDIX J
SOCIAL TASK

110

Social Task
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Step 1: From the bottom left-hand corner, count 7 dots over and three dots up. From this dot,
draw a line straight up so that the line will intersect a total of 3 dots including the first dot.
Step 2: From the uppermost dot that you ended, draw a line to the right so that it includes a total
of four dots including the one that you started at.
Step 3: Starting from bottom left-hand corner, count 10 dots over and 3 dots up. From this line,
draw a line straight up so that the line will intersect a total of 3 dots including the first dot.
Step 4: From the bottom left-hand corner, count 7 dots over and 4 dots up. From this point, draw
a line to the right until you make a right angle with the line that you previously made to close the
figure.
Step 5: From the bottom left-hand corner, count 7 dots over and 4 dots up, draw a line to the
right until you meet the other side of the figure.
Step 6: From the bottom left-hand corner, count 7 dots over and 4 dots up, draw a line to the
right until you meet the other side of the figure.
Step 7: From the bottom left-hand corner, count 8 dots over and 3 dots up, draw a vertical up
until you meet the other side of the figure.
Step 8: From the bottom left-hand corner, count 9 dots over and 3 dots up, draw a vertical up
until you meet the other side of the figure.
That concludes the steps for this shape.
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Step 1: From the bottom left hand corner, count 2 dots over, and 3 dots up, draw a vertical line
up through the next two dots, stop there.
Step 2: From the point where you stopped, draw a diagonal line up and to the left to the next dot.
Step 3: From the point where you stopped in step 2, draw a vertical line straight up to the next
point.
Step 4: From the point where you stopped in step 3, draw a diagonal line up and to the right until
you meet the next point.
Step 5: From the point where you stopped in step 4, draw a horizontal line to the right until you
meet the next dot, stop there.
Step 6: From the point where you stopped in step 5, draw a diagonal line down and to the right,
stopping when you meet the first dot.
Step 7: From the point where you stopped in step 6, draw a line straight down to the next dot,
stop there.
Step 8: From the point where you stopped in step 7, draw a diagonal line down and to the left
until you meet the next dot.
Step 9: From the point where you stopped in step 8, draw a vertical line down through the next
two dots.
That concludes the steps for this shape.
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Step 1: Count 5 dots down and 8 dots over. From this dot, draw a diagonal line down and to the
left until the line meets the first dot.
Step 2: From the first dot, draw another diagonal line, except this time, drawing down and to the
right until the line intersects the first dot.
Step 3: Beginning again from the original dot, draw a straight line down until you meet the third
dot, stop there.
Step 4: From this point draw a line up and to the left to meet the other line at the point. Do the
same for the right side.
Step 5: You should now have a diamond shape with a vertical line in the middle. From the most
left point in the diamond, draw a horizontal line across the diamond to meet the outer right point.
Step 6: From the lowest point of the diamond, draw a diagonal line down and to the right- do
not intersect the dots from the first row encountered. Instead, intersect a dot from the second row
below and to the right.
Step 7: The past two steps focused on bypassing the first row encountered on this step, you will
focus on the columns. Beginning from the ending point on step 6, draw another diagonal line
down and to the right- again- do not intersect the dots from the first row encountered. Instead,
intersect a dot from the second row below and to the right.
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Step 8: From the step 7 ending point, draw a line diagonally down and to the right- do not
intersect the dots from the first column encountered. Instead, intersect a dot from the second
column below and to the right.
Step 9: From the last ending point draw a line from that dot to the next dot on the right.
Step 10: From the ending point in step 9, draw a line straight down to the next dot.
Step 11: From the ending point in step 10, draw a short line down and to the left, ending the line
between the two nearest dots in the row below.
Step 12: Do the same for the right side of the ending point on step 10.
Step 13: From the bottom left corner of the dots, count 13 dots over and 7dots up. Draw a small
circle above the last dot.

115

APPENDIX K
DEMOGRAPHICS

117

Demographics
1. Age: _______
2. Race/Ethnicity:
African-American
Caucasian
Asian-American
Latin-American
Other
3. Sex:
Male
Female
4. Are you majoring in psychology?
Yes
No
5. Year in School:
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
6. Current Grade Point Average: (Please put “N/A” if this is your first semester of college)
___________________________________________
7. ACT score: (Please put “N/A” if you did not take the ACT or “Don’t Know” if you can’t
remember)
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Debriefing Form
Thank you for participating in this study. Your cooperation and the responses collected from
you are instrumental in providing quality information.
You were informed that you were participating in two studies, when in reality all components of
today’s research session will be used to determine the connection between interview
performance and task performance.
The purpose of this study is to determine how nervousness during the interview can indicate
performance differences in job tasks. Ratings of your interview will be related to your
performance on the works tasks that you performed. If you feel uncomfortable after leaning the
purpose of this study, you are free to withdraw your data without penalty.
This is an on-going study, and we would appreciate you not discussing this study or your
participation in it until all of our data are collected. If you have any questions about this research
study, please contact Dr. Finkelstein at LisaF@niu.edu or Elora Voyles at elorav@siu.edu.

Thank you,
Elora Voyles
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Interviewer’s Evaluation of Applicant
Performance
Strongly Disagree Slightly
Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

The interviewee was
engaged in the interview.
The interviewee answered
the interview questions
confidently.
The interviewee seemed
prepared for the interview
questions.
Overall, the interviewee
performed successfully.
The interviewee performed
better than other
interviewees.
I would recommend the
interviewee for
employment.

Body Language
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Slightly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Avoided Eye
Contact
Fidgeted
Smiled A lot
Talking a lot
Hesitation and
Pauses
Blushed

Please rate the potential attributions for the participant’s smiling.
Smiling to be
polite

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Slightly
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

Disagree Slightly
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Smiling genuinely Disagree

How anxious did this applicant appear?
1 =Not Anxious at All, 2 = Slightly Anxious, 3 =Anxious, 4 = Very Anxious 5 = Extremely Anxious
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Independent Raters’ Evaluation of the Applicant
Performance
Strongly Disagree Slightly
Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

The interviewee was
engaged in the interview.
The interviewee answered
the interview questions
confidently.
The interviewee seemed
prepared for the interview
questions.
Overall, the interviewee
performed successfully.
The interviewee performed
better than other
interviewees.
I would recommend the
interviewee for
employment.

Body Language
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Slightly
Disagree

Avoided Eye
Contact
Fidgeted
Smiled A lot
Talking a lot
Hesitation and
Pauses
Blushed

Please rate the potential attributions for the participant’s smiling.
Smiling to be
polite

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Slightly
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

Disagree Slightly
Disagree

Neutral

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Smiling genuinely Disagree

How anxious did this applicant appear?
1 =Not Anxious at All, 2 = Slightly Anxious, 3 =Anxious, 4 = Very Anxious 5 = Extremely Anxious
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Interview Scores and Hiring Decision
The following items are designed to measure your perception of the applicant. Based on the
previous information provided, please evaluate the applicant. Please answer the following
questions by circling the number corresponding to the response you feel best applies to your
opinion of the applicant. Feel free to look back at the resume if necessary. Please read each item
carefully.

1. How hirable do you think the applicant is?

Not Hirable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Hireable

2. How confident would you feel hiring this applicant for this position?

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely

3. How qualified do you consider this applicant for the position?
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Qualified

4. How do you feel about the applicant’s ability to perform the duties required by the advertised
position?
Not Optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Optimistic

5. Would you hire the applicant for the position? No Yes

6. Assuming that you would be willing to hire the candidate, please recommend a starting salary
(range for these types of positions = 40,000 - $100,000).
$ _____________
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Feedback on Experiment
1. Was anything confusing about the instructions before the interview?

2. How anxious did the interview process make you feel?
1- Not at all

2-Slightly

3- Moderately

4- Somewhat

5- Very

If the interview made you feel anxious, what in particular made you feel anxious?

3. Was anything unclear about the address task?

4. Was anything unclear about the creative uses task (i.e. the brick and the nail)?

5. Was anything unclear about the drawing from verbal instructions task?

6. How anxious did the drawing task make you feel?
1- Not at all

2-Slightly

3- Moderately

4- Somewhat

5- Very

If the drawing task made you feel anxious, what in particular made you feel anxious?

Any other comments, questions or recommendations?

